Barriers to Effective Collaboration Between Stakeholders in Sustainable Tourism by Choi, Bokeun
University of Surrey 
School of Management Studies for the Service Sector 
9 Barriers to effective collaboration between 
stakeholders in sustainable tourism 
By 
Bokeun Choi 
A thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the award of the 
Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 
May 2005 
Declaration 
I hereby declare that this thesis has been composed by myself and has not been 
presented or accepted in any previous application for a degree. The work, of 
which this is a record, has been carried out by myself unless otherwise stated and, 
where the work is mine, it reflects personal views and values. All quotations have 
been distinguished by quotation marks and all sources of information have been 
acknowledged by means of references, including those of the Internet. 
Bokeun Choi 
May, 2005 
Abstract 
The aim of this research was to investigate 'barriers to effective collaboration in 
sustainable tourism to find an answer to a practical reason why the principles of 
sustainable tourism have not been well implemented in the field. This study focuses 
on the relationship between stakeholders anddeals with issues of collaboration 
using examples of sustainable tourism in Korea as the context of this study. Given this 
positioning the dissertation does not include discussion of the theoretical 
conceptualisation of sustainable tourism. The objectives of this study were achieved 
by combining the results of the two stages of research (triangulation). In the first stage, 
barriers to effective collaboration were identified by comparing two selected 
sustainable tourism cases (Gacheon green tourism and Janghang fishing village 
tourism) in South Korea. In the second stage, a case of sustainable tourism 
development (Gacheon green tourism) was compared with a case of conventional 
tourism development (Jungmun resort tourism) by employing multivariate data 
analysing techniques in order to identify whether sustainable tourism faces the same 
level of hindrance to collaboration between stakeholders as conventional tourism and 
whether there are significant relationships between intrinsic attributes of sustainable 
tourism and the degree of hindrance. 
The results indicate that: , 
" Sustainable tourism faces a wide range of barriers to effective collaboration 
and these barriers are not only relate to structural problems including 
institutional limitations, inefficient administration, collaboration environment 
and industrial structure, but they are also identified as being associated with 
attitudes and limited capabilities of stakeholders themselves; 
" The success of sustainable tourism significantly depends on effective 
collaboration between stakeholders; - 
" Sustainable tourism is more likely to experience a high degree of hindrance to 
collaboration compared with conventional tourism; 
" High level of hindrance to collaboration can partly be explained by 
incorporating characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism. 
Based on these findings, this study contended that barriers to collaboration in 
sustainable tourism need to be considered in the context of two issues, essential needs 
for environmental protection and community participation. Also, five research 
implications and recommendations for policy makers and project managers to secure 
effective collaboration were suggested. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Rationale of the study 
Over the last decades, sustainable tourism has become a preoccupation for tourism 
policy makers, practitioners and academics. Furthermore, although the ability of new 
types of tourism to deliver elements of sustainable development has been questioned 
(Wheeller, 1991; Cater, 1993), sustainable tourism is well recognised as an alternative 
principle which should be adopted by future tourism development (Gunn, 1994; 
Ioannides, 2001). Sustainable tourism derived its concept from the term sustainable 
development which was popularised by the "Brundtland Report" in which sustainable 
development was defined as "development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (WCED, 1987: 
8)". Based on this definition, the World Tourism Organisation notes that "for the 
tourism to be sustainable, the natural, historical, cultural and other resources for 
tourism are conserved for continuous use in the future, which still bringing benefits to 
the present society (WTO, 1998: 21)". Reflecting on the conventional mass tourism 
which has admittedly failed to harmonise the needs of the tourism industry, the 
environment and communities, sustainable tourism has been suggested as a new 
paradigm of tourism development which is believed to be capable of bringing about 
the ideal establishment of economically productive, socially responsible and 
environmentally conscious development (MUller, 1994). 
Despite the potential value of sustainable tourism, however, it is argued that the 
implementation of this idea has not been successful (Bramwell & Lane, 1993; Butler, 
1998; Jackson & Morpeth, 1999; Simpson & Roberts, 2000). There can be many 
reasons for this, including uncertainty and ambiguity over the meaning of this term, 
the shortage of implementation skills and demand pressures, but one of the main 
reasons for difficulties in putting the principles of sustainable tourism into practice is 
collaboration between stakeholders. Effective collaboration between stakeholders has 
been noted as an essential element for achieving sustainability in tourism development 
(Inskeep, 1991; Hall, 1999; UN, 2000; Goodwin, 2000; Carlsen et al, 2001). 
1- 
Collaboration is "pooling of appreciation and tangible resources by two or more 
stakeholders to solve a set of problems which cannot be solved individually" (Gray, 
1985: 912). One of the main reasons why effective collaboration between 
stakeholders is crucial in sustainable tourism can be explained in the context of the 
holistic nature of sustainable tourism. That is to say, sustainable tourism is 
intrinsically an integrated and holistic concept, in which diverse dimensions of 
sustainability (ecological sustainability, economic sustainability, intergenerational 
equity and socio-cultural sustainability) are closely linked together (Sofield & Li, 
1999). Therefore, for sustainable tourism to be achieved, all elements have to be dealt 
with simultaneously and from an integrative and holistic standpoint (Butler, 1998). 
Considering the holistic and integrated characteristics of sustainable tourism, it is 
essential to bring together all the stakeholders, who have not only their own interests 
to pursue but are also responsible for implementing sustainable tourism, and to ensure 
they collaborate effectively. 
Collaboration can be affected by diverse factors, which can either facilitate or 
hinder collaborating efforts among partners. There have been a number of studies to 
Jdentify and investigate success factors and barriers to effective collaboration between 
stakeholders in tourism areas (Waddock & Bannister, 1991; Selin & Chavez, 1994; 
Jamal and Getz, 1995; Selin et al, 1998; Augustyn & Knowles, 2000). However, there 
are only few studies that set out to identify barriers to collaboration in the context of 
sustainable tourism despite its importance in'sustainable tourism management and 
policies (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Makopondo, 2003). It can be assumed that 
sustainable tourism has to overcome many barriers to secure effective participation 
and consistent commitment from stakeholders, and, moreover, sustainable tourism 
may suffer from a higher degree of hindrance to effective collaboration than 
conventional tourism because of its characteristic attributes such as conflicting 
incompatible objectives (Wheeller, 1991). These barriers may considerably affect the 
achievements of sustainable tourism. Thus, it is worthwhile to identify what kind of 
barriers to effective collaboration occur in the sustainable tourism development 
process and to attempt to interpret these barriers in the context of the attributes of 
sustainable tourism, a topic which has not been well addressed in previous studies. By 
doing so, this study can contribute to the enhancement of policy and management 
tools to achieve sustainable tourism. 
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1.2 Aim of the study 
The overall aim of this study is to identify barriers to effective collaboration in 
sustainable tourism and to investigate the influence of these barriers on the 
achievement of goals of sustainable tourism. This study also attempts to investigate 
the relationships between the characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism and these barriers. 
1.2.1 Research questions 
The research question in this thesis is as follows: 
a What makes effective collaboration between stakeholders in sustainable tourism 
difficult to achieve, and does sustainable tourism face a higher degree of 
hindrance to collaboration than conventional tourism because of its inherent 
attributes? 
1.2.2 Research objectives 
The objectives of this research are to be: 
To identify barriers to effective collaboration in the context of sustainable tourism 
development 
To examine relationships between these barriers and achievement of the goals of 
sustainable tourism 
To investigate whether there are any differences between sustainable tourism 
development and conventional tourism development in terms of a degree of 
hindrance to effective collaboration 
To examine the inherent attributes of sustainable tourism and their relationships 
with sustainable tourism 
3 
1.3 The significance of the study 
This study is of both practical and theoretical significance. 
First, the starting point of this study is practical questions such as "Why is it hard to 
realise the principles of sustainable tourism in the real world? " and "What makes it 
hard to secure stakeholders commitment to sustainable tourism? ", rather than "What 
is sustainable tourism? " or "Why is it important to secure sustainability in tourism 
development? " Thus, this research can address more practical problems challenging 
the achievement of sustainability in tourism development. 
Second, as exploratory research, this study attempts to pioneer a new area in 
sustainable tourism studies: identifying barriers to effective collaboration and their 
relationships with the inherent attributes of sustainable tourism. This study is also 
intended to deal with the socio-political issues in sustainable tourism by investigating 
collaborative relationships between stakeholders ranging from government to 
community residents. This approach, therefore, is expected to contribute to widening 
the scope of debates on sustainable tourism, which may help researchers to develop 
new theoretical perspectives and also to adopt more integrative and realistic 
approaches (Bramwell & Lane, 2005). 
Third, in terms of practicality, the findings of this study can also provide some 
significant policy implications for policy makers and project managers alike to ensure 
effective collaboration in sustainable tourism development. 
1.4 Structure of the study 
This study consists of four main parts: literature review, methodology, two field 
surveys and their findings, and conclusions. In the first part of the literature review 
(chapter II), three issues in sustainable tourism are discussed. Those three issues are 
"How to conceptualise the term sustainable tourism in the context of sustainable 
development? ", "What are the principles of sustainable tourism and what practical 
measures need to be taken to follow these principles? ", and "Why are political aspects 
of sustainable tourism important and what stakeholder groups are interrelated in the 
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process of sustainable tourism development? " In the second part of the literature 
review (chapter III), collaboration theories are reviewed and applied to sustainable 
tourism in order to explore the rationale for collaboration more theoretically. In 
particular, the importance of a partnership among stakeholder groups in sustainable 
tourism is highlighted by integrating three approaches (economic theory, inter- 
organisational theory and historical) and applying them to sustainable tourism 
situations. The third part of literature review (chapter IV), firstly, attempts to 
conceptualise "effective collaboration7' by incorporating organisation theories that 
deal with organisational effectiveness. Then critical factors and barriers to effective 
collaboration, which have been identified and suggested in the previous studies, are 
reviewed. In the final section of chapter IV, the characteristic attributes of sustainable 
tourism, which are assumed to negatively affect effectiveness in collaboration, are 
presented. Chapter V deals with the research methods for this study. The first section 
of chapter V describes the overall research process, which consists of two stages of 
research and rationalises a need for employing triangulation techniques in this 
research. In the second section, research methods for the first stage research, including 
the selection of cases, sampling design, data collection and analysis methods, are 
presented, and then research methods for the second stage, which deals with 
hypothesis, questionnaire design, sampling design and statistical data analysis 
methods, are discussed. 
In the sixth and seventh chapters, the findings of the two different stages of this 
research are presented and discussed separately. Particularly, in the discussion part of 
seventh chapter, the findings of the second stage research are discussed by combining 
them with the results of the literature review and the findings of the first stage. Finally, 
this thesis concludes with a summary of the significant outcomes of the research, 
policy and managerial implications and suggestions for applications for further work 
in Chapter VIII. Figure 1.1 shows the overall process and structure of this study. 
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Figure I. I: The structure of the current study 
(Chapter one) 
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Chapter I[[: Sustainable tourism and stakeholders 
2.1 Introduction 
Over the last two decades, sustainable tourism has been increasingly recognised as an 
alternative principle of tourism development to reduce the adverse impact of 
conventional mass tourism (Bramwell & Lane, 1993). With regard to sustainable 
tourism, three issues can be suggested that need to be addressed. 
First, although the concept of sustainable tourism has been used since the Manila 
Declaration in 1980 (WTO, 1998), there seems to have been no agreement on its 
definition. As Hall (1998) notes, sustainability is essentially a contested concept, the 
application of which is a matter of argument. The confusions and ambiguity of the 
concept of sustainable tourism can be traced to th e definition of sustainable 
development, because it is generally accepted that sustainable tourism is a concept to 
which the principles of sustainable development are applied (Kim, 2001). Therefore, 
in order to understand the contestable feature of sustainable tourism, it is important to 
understand sustainable tourism in the historical context of sustainable development. 
The second issue relates to the principles behind sustainable tourism and how to 
put those principles into practice. Although sustainable tourism is often criticised as 
being difficult to achieve in practice (Miffler, 1994; Kirstges, 2002), the concept of 
sustainable tourism would be meaningless without any substantial efforts to 
implement it. 
The third issue is who are the people related to sustainable tourism and 
responsible for achieving it and how are they inter-related politically. This is a 
stakeholder issue. For sustainable tourism to be implemented successfully, it is 
important to identify the role of each stakeholder and relationships between them. 
In this chapter, these three issues in sustainable tourism will be reviewed. First, the 
relationship between sustainable development and tourism will be discussed to clarify 
the concept of sustainable tourism and then principles and practical tools for 
sustainable tourism will be reviewed. 
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In the last section, the importance of the political perspective needed to understand 
issues associated with sustainable tourism will briefly be reviewed and then 
stakeholders of sustainable tourism will be classified. The role of each stakeholder 
group will also be reviewed. 
2.2 Sustainable development and tourism 
2.2.1 Sustainable development 
Sustainable development or sustainability has become one of the most frequently used 
and debatable terms in tourism research. Although it is generally accepted that the 
notion of sustainable development was popularised by the Brundtland Report in 1987 
(Browers, 1993; Sofield & Li, 1998; Aronsson, 2000; McCool & Moisey, 2001), the 
origin of the term sustainable development can be found in earlier literature as well. 
Hall (1998) tried to trace the origin of sustainable development back to the 18th 
century within the context of Western countries. He noted that one origin of 
sustainable development is in the Romantic Movement in 18 th century, which 
perceived humankind as a part of the ecological system and also recognised the value 
of wilderness. Hall also noted that establishment of the National Park Service in USA 
in early 20th century can be seen as another antecedent of sustainable development 
that gave rise to a progressive conservation movement in practical terms, which led to 
the new concept of sustainability. According to Hall (1998: 22), "Debate over the 
sustainable development of natural resources in industrialised countries dates from the 
middle of the nineteenth century and cannot be seen as a new policy issue. " Kim and 
Kim (2001) also suggested diverse international efforts to establish the concept of 
sustainability before the Bruntland Report, such as the 1972 United Nations 
Conference on Human Environment at which UNEP was established and the World 
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources which was established by the 
International Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) in 
1980. 
Despite these diverse antecedents to sustainable development, it is worthwhile to 
consider the Brundtland report as the contemporary starting point for discussion of the 
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concept of sustainable development. The World Commission on Environment and 
Development (WCED), chaired by Gro Harlem Brundtland, published a report, Our 
Common Future, in 1987, and this report has produced the most commonly used 
working definition of sustainable development, describing it as: 
"Development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
need (WCED, 1987: 8)". 
Before the concept of sustainable development is reviewed, it would be worthwhile 
to briefly review why sustainable development started being noticed by many policy 
makers and practitioners alike from the beginning of 1980s. Bramwell et al (1996) 
highlighted the need for introducing the concept of sustainable development in the 
context of the limitation of economic theory to deal with environmental degradation 
in the 1980s. They suggested four limitations of traditional economic theories to 
handle ecological problems: a gap between mainstream economic theory and public 
policies to correct a market failure generated by external diseconomies; a problem 
with assessment of the benefits of environmental protection in monetary terms; lack 
of knowledge about measurements to evaluate the importance of natural resources; 
and uncertainty about impacts on the environment. They argued that as traditional 
economic theories based on cost-benefit analysis cannot solve the above problems, an 
ecological system model needed to be incorporated to make the abstract concept of 
sustainable development effective. Prosser (1994) suggests four forces of social 
change that triggered international efforts to search for sustainable development: 1) 
dissatisfaction of existing products; 2) growing environmental concern; 3) new 
realisation of the importance of resources and their vulnerability; and 4) the changing 
attitudes of developers and tour operators. Although there are other factors that have 
stimulated the issue of sustainable development, it can be noted that ecological and 
environmental degradation experienced by many developing places was the main 
factor that brought about the recognised importance of it. 
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With regard to the concept of sustainable development, the Brundtland report 
identifies the following elements in sustainable development (Aronsson, 2000: 32): 
People themselves have the capacity to achieve sustainable development; 
A long-term perspective is necessaryw-there must be sufficient resources and a 
good environment for coming generations as well; 
There must be a balance between rich and poor countries-everybody's basic 
needs must be provided for; 
We must all, in the rich world in particular, change our attitudes and lifestyles to 
favour sustainable ecologically adapted development; and 
Development is a process that can be steered towards sustainability. 
Based on WCED's definition, Browers (1993) noted that there are three concepts 
that require a more precise definition. These are development, needs, and future 
generations. Based on his argument, it can be noted that the term 'development' is 
related to the improvement of quality of life, 'needs' is related to equity of 
stakeholders at the present time, and 'future generations' is related to longitudinal 
equity in the future. To summarise, sustainable development not only takes the current 
generation's quality of life into account, but it also considers the importance of future 
generations' happiness. There have been, however, numerous questions and 
arguments about the actual meaning of future generations and needs (McCool & 
Moisey, 2001). They argued that although the Brundtland report served as a catalyst 
for discussing the future of human society and ways of ensuring that development is 
sustainable over the long term, many questions have been left unanswered: Can we 
optimise the three goals (conserve the environment, provide a more equitable 
distribution and equality of access to quality of life) of sustainable development or are 
there trade-offs involved?; Who represents future generations?; and What is the role 
of different economic sectors, non-government organizations and government? 
The concept of sustainable development has been developed into practical terms 
by Agenda 21. The Earth Summit held in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992 adopted 
Agenda 21 as a comprehensive program of action. This was the first document of its 
kind to achieve widespread international agreement, reflecting a global consensus and 
political commitment at the highest level (WTTC/WTO/Earth Council, 1997). Agenda 
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21's greatest strength lies in the fact that it was negotiated by representatives of the 
governments that will be responsible for its implementation. 
In addition to those two crucial impetuses (the Brundtland report and Agenda 21) 
to establish the concept of sustainable development, there have been many efforts to 
define and identify the actual meaning of sustainable development. Some definitions 
are listed in Table 2.1. 
Table 2.1: Diverse definitions of sustainable development 
Sources Derinitions 
WCS (1980) The management of human use so that it may yield the greatest 
sustainable benefit to present generations while maintaining its 
potentials to meet the needs and aspirations of future generations. 
Butler (1993) Developing and maintaining an area in such a manner and at such 
a scale that it remains viable over an indefinite period and does 
not degrade or alter the environment in which it exists to such a 
degree that it prohibits the successful development and well- 
being of other activities and processes. 
MOller (1994) Increase in quality of life which can be achieved with less use of 
non-renewable resources and less stress on the environment and 
people. 
UNEP (1995) Improving the quality of human life while living within the 
carrying capacity of supporting ecosystems. . 
Sustainable Ensuring a better quality of life for everyone, now and for 
Development generations to come, which has four objectives, including social 
(1998) progress reflecting the needs of everyone, effective protections of 
the environment, prudent use of natural resources and 
maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and 
employment. 
Adapted by author 
Although there has been little agreement on the definition of sustainable 
development amongst academic, industry and government sectors due to its ambiguity, 
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comprehensiveness and ideological characteristics, certain common features of 
sustainable development can be extracted from the various defiriitions. The common 
aspects of sustainable development can be found in terms of two dimensions of equity. 
First, in terms of longitudinal or intergenerational equity, sustainability considers the 
ability of future generations to meet their needs by preserving un-renewable and 
renewable resources on which the future generations' quality of life depends. In other 
words, sustainability means the harmonization of the needs of people in two different 
time periods, present and future, with respect to resource management. With regard to 
the intergenerational issue, therefore, environmental protection and the sensible use of 
natural resources are at the centre of discussion. Second, sustainable development also 
takes into account cross-sectional or intra-generational equity. It pursues the 
realization of balanced and coordinated states between economic value (efficiency), 
environmental value (ecological integrity) and socio-cultural value (socio-cultural 
integrity) as shown in Figure 2.1. It also aims to maximize the interests of all 
stakeholders by the rational redistribution of the development product, which can be 
achieved by providing equal opportunity to participate in the decision making process. 
Liu (2003) contends that despite the crucial importance of intra-generational equity 
(i. e., a fairness of benefits and costs distribution among stakeholder groups with 
regard to sustainable development) there has been too much attention paid to inter- 
generational equity owing to the Bruntland report's definition of sustainable 
development. 
It can also be noted that the concept of sustainable development involves the three 
Es of sustainability (environment, economy and equity) (Campbell, 1996). That is, 
sustainability means a situation where the economy is growing continuously, products 
of economic growth are distributed equally and the adversary environmental impact of 
this development is minimised (loannidos, 2001). 
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Figure 2.1: The realm of sustainable development 
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Source: Moisey & McCool (2000) and Wight (1998) 
In terms of the relationships between natural resources and human-made resources, 
Turner et al (1994) tried to classify sustainable development into the following two 
types. 
Weak sustainability - The main objective of this position is to maintain the aggregate 
capital stocks (i. e., the sum of natural, human-made and social cultural capital). 
More specifically, this position can also be broken down into two categories. First, 
the position of very weak sustainability permits the free substitution of natural 
capital with human-made capital, regardless of the renewability of natural capital. 
Second, weak sustainability rejects infinite substitution between natural and 
human-made capital, with the recognition of some aspects of the natural world as 
critical capital, which are fundamental to continued human existence. 
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Strong sustainability - The main objective of this position is to maintain the natural 
capital stock, irrespective of the status of the aggregate capital stock. This position 
also can be broken down into two specified positions. First, very strong 
sustainability advocates a steady-state economy with zero population growth. 
Tbus, no substitution of natural resource stock is pem-iitted. Second, strong 
sustainability permits the substitution of one form of natural capital for another, 
which is subject to minimum and maximum ecological constraints. 
It can be argued that both the very weak position and the very strong position seem 
to be too extreme to be adopted as a general version of sustainability in the real world, 
so presumably sustainability should be positioned somewhere between weak 
sustainability and strong sustainability. Nonetheless, suggesting two positions 
regarding the concept of sustainability relates to conflicting perspectives on 
development, such as a development-oriented approach and an ecological perspective 
(McKercher, 1993). The weak sustainability approach supports the idea that 
sustaining economic development can bring about improved human well-being, and it 
also implies a strong belief in technological progress, which enables othermatural 
resources to be substituted for depleted resources. To the contrary, a strong 
sustainability perspective argues that maintenance of the natural stock and the 
integrity of ecosystems should be guaranteed to attain the goal of sustainable 
development, despite the fact that this may result in zero economic growth. This kind 
of conflict vested in the concept of sustainable development can also be found in the 
National Parks in the USA, where the main objective is to provide enjoyment for 
people and attract them, as well as to keep the parklands in an unimpaired state. As 
Hall & Lew (1998) argue, notions of strict wilderness preservation are in many ways 
at odds with the desire to attract tourism and recreation interests to parks. McCool & 
Moisey (2001) also note the conflict between the protection of natural resources and 
the provision of visitor access with regard to sustainable development. 
Is it still really possible then, to achieve the optimum goal of sustainable 
development that of meeting the needs of all stakeholders in present and future 
generations and harmonizing economic, environmental and socio-cultural values? Or, 
as in the case of Arrow's impossible theorem (Lee, 1989), are there inevitably trade- 
offs in the pursuit of sustainable development? Milne (1998) admitted that the 
contradictory goals of continued economic growth and ecological and socio-cultural 
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sustainability might never be met in spite of the concept's real value. If it is true that 
sustainable development inevitably brings about trade-offs, there must be some 
groups who have to sacrifice themselves or give up their vested interests. For example, 
in the case of Stonehenge, the ancient monument is closed to visitors for the sake of 
preserving the site. Tourists have to give up their desire to enter the site and travel 
agents also relinquish the profit that could be earned from this. In terms of 
environmental protection, this kind of decision can be supported by many, but, at the 
same time, there can also be strong resistance from people who would face a loss of 
personal benefit. Therefore, sustainability can be a contested concept, one that is 
socially constructed and reflects the interest of those involved (Mowforth & Munt, 
1997). In other words, a definition of sustainability depends on the values and 
ideologies of various stakeholders, such as tourists, tour operators, host communities, 
governments and NGOs. Thus, it can be argued that the process of decision making 
and implementation in relation to sustainable development needs to be considered and 
studied in the context of the social and political relationships between stakeholders 
involved (Hall, 2000; Sofield, 2003). 
2.2.2 Tourism and sustainable. development 
It is generally admitted that sustainable tourism owes many of its con cepts and 
principles to sustainable development, so these two concepts may have similar 
historical backgrounds. 
Although, as Wight 0998) notes, tourism cannot be blamed for the environmental 
degradation caused by inconsiderate decisions rather than real visitor impacts, the 
tourism sector not only has interests in sustainable development but also needs to 
share some responsibilities for it. Sustainable Development (1998) suggested four 
reasons why tourism should be incorporated into sustainable development: 
" Tourism is a growing industry and has great economic importance; 
" Tourism influences a wide range of other industries; 
" Tourism also depends on the unique environment, heritage, culture and 
diversity of landscape; and 
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Tourism brings about wide impacts (negative and positive) on natural 
environment and host society. 
With regard to the linkage between sustainable development and tourism, there 
have been various arguments about the implications of sustainability in terms of 
tourism. McCool & Moisey (2001) illustrated three types of views on sustainable 
tourism development. The first view is sustaining tourism, which mainly concerns the 
constant increase of tourist numbers and their expenditure. The main concern of this 
view is how to maintain the tourism industry businesses over a long time frame, and, 
thus, this view reflects the interests of the tourism industry. The problem of this 
perspective, in terms of sustainable development, is that it does not necessarily 
recognise tourism as a tool for the enhancement of economic opportunity, protecting a 
community's cultural and natural heritage and maintaining a desired quality of life. In 
this case, if sustainable development is perceived to be a reduction in development or 
fewer tourists, then the concept is not supported enthusiastically by the tourism 
I, ndustry, because its primary concern is with maintaining the long-term viability of 
the economy of the region being considered, rather than the viability of the physical 
and social environment (Butler, 1998). 
The second one is sustainable tourism, which prefers a 'kinder' form of tourism, 
designed to benefit local people and protect the resources upon which the tourism and 
recreation industry is built. This approach mainly concerns how the negative 
economic, environmental and socio-cultural impacts of tourism activity can be 
reduced. This approach places great emphasis on preserving natural and cultural 
resources because they are critical elements for the continued growth of the tourism 
industry. The concept of sustainable tourism defined by WTO (1998) can be included 
in this approach, for instance, the principle suggested by WTO for sustainable tourism 
development: 
"T'he natural, historical, cultural and other resources for tourism are conserved 
for continuous use in the future, which still bring[s] benefits to the present 
society (WTO, 1998: 21)". 
16 
This second approach, however, also has a limitation for ensuring sustainable 
development, because it does not take into account the holistic point of view by which 
the tourism industry is regarded as a part of the economic system. 
The third view is to regard tourism as a method to enhance sustainable 
development. This view allows tourism to be considered as one of several alternatives 
that can help a community overcome its weaknesses and preserve its strengths. It 
views tourism as a tool and not as an end. Based on the third view, tourism 
development can be abandoned if it is seen to be incompatible with the overall 
sustainability of the society. 
Hunter (1997) also tries to establish a theoretical framework for the relationship 
between tourism and sustainable development by suggesting the following four 
sustainable tourism approaches. The first approach is "sustainable development 
through tourism imperative", which is primarily concerned with satisfying the needs 
and desires of tourists and tourism operators. In this approach, therefore, a certain 
degree of loss of natural resources can be compromised to develop tourism as in the 
case of "very week sustainability". The second one is "sustainable development 
through product-led tourism". This approach is, in many ways, compatible with a 
weak interpretation of sustainable development. According to this approach, a wide 
range of environmental and social concerns may be seen as important within the 
destination area, but only in so far as these acts contribute to developing and 
sustaining tourism products. The third one is "sustainable development through 
environmental-led tourism". The main concern of this approach is maintaining the 
status of the environment by promoting certain types of tourism, which specifically 
and overtly rely on the sustaining of a high quality natural environment and cultural 
experiences. Although there is still a very stroug product focus with this approach, it 
differs from product-led tourism in prioritising environmental concerns over 
marketing opportunities. The fourth approach is "sustainable development through 
neotenous tourism". According to this approach, which strongly skews towards 
environmental concern, tourism can be sacrificed or discouraged for environmental 
protection and the functional integrity of natural ecosystems at the destination area. 
The review of the three approaches suggested by Turner et al (1994), McCool and 
Moisy (2000) and Hunter (1997) regarding sustainability and sustainable tourism 
allows the relationships between those approaches to be shown in Figure 2.2. 
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Figure 2.2: Relationships between conceptual frameworks regarding sustainable 
tourism development 
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With regard to the above sustainable tourism spectrum, it is generally argued that the 
tourism (or development) centric approach needs to be avoided if sustainability is to 
be achieved. As Butler noted, "While some destinations may be considered 
sustainable in terms of their ability to maintain their tourist industry, they may not 
always be thought of as sustainable in an environmental or socio-cultural sense" 
(1999a: 23). Many authors also criticized the pitfalls of a tourism-centric approach, 
which is mainly concerned with protecting the immediate resource base that will 
allow tourism development to be sustained (Wall, 1993; Sofield & Li, 1998; 
loarmides, 2001). Hunter (1995) argued that the predominant sustainable tourism 
development paradigm, which is an overly tourism centric approach, fails to address 
many of the issues essential to the more general concept of sustainable development 
and may even actually work against the general requirements of sustainable 
development. Therefore, in order to safeguard the requirement of future generations, 
tourism within a context of sustainability should recognise the need for 
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comprehensive and holistic approaches that balance tourism development with that of 
other activities. Within the context of tourism as a tool for sustainable development, 
the tourism industry needs to compete against other sectors to ensure sufficient 
resources on which the tourism industry is built. Therefore, presumably sustainable 
tourism can be affected by even more complicated and intensive political factors than 
other sectors, because tourism is not only a highly fragmented industry, where diverse 
stakeholders have their own interests and compete for the limited resources, but it also 
has to compete against other sectors to acquire proper tourism resources, information 
and infrastructure. This issue is related to the conflicts or collaboration between 
different departments in the governmental body. Tourism should cooperate with other 
sectors to achieve the goal of sustainable development, but it is questionable that, if 
there are critical resources which each sector desperately needs to develop its industry, 
that there can be reasonable collaboration or partnership between the different sectors. 
It seems that the decision-making process with regard to this issue cannot be 
understood without considering the political struggle between various stakeholders to 
ensure their interests. The stakeholder issue will be addressed in the last section of this 
chapter. 
2.3 Principles and tools for sustainable tourism 
2.3.1 Principles for sustainable tourism 
In the 1990s, many tourist destinations started to pursue strategies that aimed to 
ensure a sensitive approach to dealing with tourism. Many of these strategies were 
based on principles of sustainable tourism, which had been suggested by diverse 
intemational organisa'tions and academics (Bramwell et al, 1996; WTTC/WTO/Earth 
Council, 1997; WTO, 1998; UN, 2000; Sharply, 2000; Wight, 2001; Hinch, 2004). 
Based on these, some important principles supporting the objective of sustainable 
tourism can be suggested. 
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2.3.1.1 Wide inputs from stakeholders 
Tourism initiative should be developed with the help of broad-based stakeholder 
input. In particular, residents of a community must maintain control of tourism 
development by being involved in setting a tourism vision and developing goals and 
strategies for tourism development. Community residents also need to participate in 
the implementation of strategies, as well as the operation of the tourism infrastructure, 
services and facilities. 
2.3.1.2 Equitable distribution 
In the Brundtland report, meeting human needs means equity in the distribution of the 
benefits of tourism development (Bramwell et al, 1996). All the participants need to 
be given fair access to resources, equal chances to be educated and job opportunities. 
Sustainable tourism also has to provide for intergenerational equity. To be fair to the 
future generations of tourists and travel industry, society should strive to leave a 
resource base no less than the one they have inherited. 
2.3.1.3 Long-term vision 
A long-time vision needs to be incorporated by policy makers and tourism businesses 
to ensure that destinations are not used for short-term gain and then abandoned due to 
changes in visitor tastes or business interests. Long-term plans to preserve resources 
should involve a proactive stance of policy and prevention, rather than one of reaction 
and repair. - 
2.1.1.4 Harmony, coordination and cooperation 
Sustainable tourism should based on harmony between economic, social, cultural and 
human objectives, coordination at both policy and action levels among the various 
agencies and cooperation among government, the host communities, the tourism 
industry and non-profit organisations. 
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2.3.1.5 Visitor satisfaction 
Sustainable tourism needs to provide a quality tourism experience that satisfies 
visitors by maintaining a destination's attractiveness and effective tourism marketing. 
2.3.1.6 Limitations of growth 
As the approach to sustainable tourism is based on the idea that tourism resources are 
constrained and limited, tourism needs to be managed within these limits. In other 
words, the scale and type of tourism development must reflect the limits of acceptable 
use that the resources can tolerate. Small-scale, low-impact and environmentally 
sound facilities and services should be encouraged. 
2.3.1.7 Environmental concern 
There is no doubt that sustainable tourism should consider environmental protection 
as a top priority, because originally the term sustainable development was introduced 
as a reaction to the environmental degradation caused by insensitive development. 
Tbus, sustainable tourism should involve many kinds of strategies to enhance 
environmental viability, such as impact assessment, education and training 
programmes to improve public awareness and government intervention to regulate 
activities unfavourable to the environment. 
2.3.2 Practical tools for sustainable tourism 
While sustainable tourism principles are well articulated, how to implement these 
principles in the fields of tourism development has not been well addressed, despite 
its importance (Wight, 1998). The following practical tools for sustainable tourism are 
policy or managerial tools, which are thought to be important to achieve sustainability 
in tourism development. 
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2.3.2.1 Carrying capacity 
Central to the issue of sustainable tourism has been the notion of carrying capacity 
management (Bramwell et al, 1996). According to the resort cycle model (Butler, 
1980), when the number of tourists reaches a critical range of capacity, tourist areas 
normally face a reduction in their growth rate (stagnation) or enter a decline stage. It 
can be noted, therefore, in order for tourist area to be developed in a sustainable 
manner, the carrying capacity needs to be well identified and properly managed. In 
other words, sustainability in a tourist destination depends highly on how the carrying 
capacity is managed (Williams, 1991; Butler, 1998). 
Carrying capacity can be defined as "the maximum use of any site without causing 
negative effects on the resources, reducing visitor satisfaction or exerting adverse 
impact upon the society, economy or culture area" (McIntyre, 1993: 23). With regard 
to this numerical approach that intends to identify specific maximum numbers of 
users, diverse criticisms have been suggested to tackle the limitations of this approach. 
McCool and Lime (2000) demonstrated some problems associated with the numerical 
approach. First, there is not an innate capacity of recreational use because biophysical 
or social impacts are the result of many variables. Second, the relationship between 
use levels and the amount of impact is neither simple nor predictable. Third, carrying 
capacity assumes that social-biological systems are stable but such systems are highly 
dynamic. This approach (management approach) also argues that little evidence exists 
to suggest that, by simply lowering the carrying capacity level, predictable changes in 
an area's ability to handle tourist use will occur (Williams, 1991) 
Although there has been scepticism concerning the usefulness of carrying capacity, 
identifying and managing the carrying capacity should be treated as one of the 
essential tools to ensure sustainability in tourism development. Butler (1997: 12) 
noted that "if such steps (identifying maximum use of numbers of users) are not taken, 
there is little chance of controlling or mitigating the impact caused by excessive levels 
of visitation. " Therefore, proper efforts should be taken to find ways to enhance the 
possibilities and effectiveness of strategies to realise carrying capacity. 
As carrying capacity is a highly complex and controversial concept, it should be 
handled in the context of a combination of environmental, socio-cultural and political 
considerations. Value judgements are needed because carrying capacity is related to 
varying potential measures and policies for sustainable tourism. Establishing the 
carrying capacity in a destination area should also take account of the views of 
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community residents and other stakeholders (Bramwell et al, 1996). It is also 
important to integrate the concept'of carrying capacity into the planning process in 
order to ensure effective implementation. Constant feedback needs to occur in order to 
change the situation. 
2.3.2.2 Indicators for sustainable tourism 
The success of sustainable tourism development depends greatly on rational decision 
making, based in adequate understanding and knowledge of the effects of those 
decisions and a set of indicators to help policy makers and tourism managers make 
right the decisions (WTO, 1993). An indicator is a barometer that helps a person 
understand where he is, which way he is going and how far he is from where he wants 
to be (Bauer, 1966). Indicators for sustainable tourism can be suggested as an 
important tool for the achievement of sustainability in tourism development because 
they provide objective and reliable criteria by which public policy and tourism 
management can be guided and assessed properly. 
After the WTO (World Tourism Organisation) proposed 11 core indicators of 
sustainable tourism, there have been many efforts to develop indicators, not only by 
national or international organisations, but also by academics including ETC (English 
Tourism Council), IFTO (International Federation of Tourism Operators), APTEC 
(Asia-Pacific Tourism Exchange Centre), OECD (Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development) (Kim, 2003). Miller (2001) tried to develop indicators 
that could help to make decisions in selection of consumer's holidays and promote a 
more sustainable form of tourism by employing a Delphi survey of expert opinions. 
The Samoa Sustainable Tourism Indicator Project also developed indicators to 
monitor sustainable tourism development in Samoa and applied them in order to 
assess the sustainability of tourism development in Samoa (Twining-Ward & Butler, 
2002). 
Although it is almost impossible to produce a set of indicators that can be applied 
to any tourism development universally, due to different objectives, socio-political 
situations and associated values, the value of indicators as an effective tool for 
sustainable tourism should not be underestimated. 
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Sirakaya, Jamal and Choi (2001) noted that indicators of sustainable tourism need 
to be treated differently from tradition indicators of development, and they pointed out 
two requirements of tourism sustainability indicators: 
* They should involve all dimensions (environmental, technological, social, 
economic, political and psychological) and must be planned and implemented 
at all levels, as well as being included in monitoring and managing all forms of 
tourism development. 
The way of implementing these indicators should be able to provide an 
understanding, not only of individual impacts, but also the cumulative effects 
of various impacts. An integrated approach to developing sustainable tourism 
indicators is required. 
2.3.2.3 Education and training programmes for sustainable tourism 
A change in ethical attitudes towards the use of natural resources is a precondition of 
sustainable tourism. Sustainable tourism is not likely to happen without appropriate 
and effective education programmes that foster awareness and understanding of 
natural environments and consequently promote pro-environment attitudes and 
responsible environmental behaviour (Pigram, 1990). Environmental education is a 
process in which individuals and the community become more fully aware of their 
environment and acquire the knowledge, values, skills, experience and also the 
determination to enable them to act individually and collectively to solve present and 
future environmental problems (Benedict, 1991). 
With regard to the issue of who should be the subject of environmental education, 
Inskeep (1991) pointed out the importance of educating tourists and community 
residents in environmental and cultural conservation, because tourist destinations tend 
to be most affected by visitors' activities and community residents are the ones who 
are most affected by those impacts. However, tourism planners, developers and 
service providers in the both in the public and private sectors also need to be included 
in education and training programmes (Lee, 2002). 
In relation to the education programme for visitors, the use of interpretation has 
been introduced and practiced as a management technique in the park management 
profession for many years (Sharpe, 1982) and is now a specialist subject within many 
natural resource management disciplines (Knudson, Cable, & Beck, 1995; Harn, 
1992). Interpretation involves providing information to visitors in such a way that 
24 
they will be stimulated to learn more and gain more appreciation. The primary benefit 
from an effective interpretive programme is to make visitors understand and 
appreciate the protected area. This, in turn, can help reduce visitor impacts and 
provide greater public support for environmentally sensitive tourist destinations 
(WCPA, 2002). The Welcome Host Programme, conducted by the Wales Tourist 
Board since 1991, can be seen as an example of an education programme for 
community residents (Sweeney & Wanhill, 1996). The WTO (1999) also proposed 
diverse practical ways to enhance the community's recognition of sustainable tourism. 
2.3.2.4 Marketing for sustainable tourism 
Whether tourism marketing can be a genuine tool for sustainable tourism is 
controversial. Middleton and Hawkins (1998) stressed the role of tourism marketing 
to enhance the sustainability of tourist destinations. They argued that tourism 
marketing can contribute to sustainable tourism through a strategic coordination of 
marketing mixes (product, price, promotion and places), which are also supposed to 
be compatible with the interests of a tourism industry that pursues long-run profits. 
Jenkins and McArthur (1996) also noted that tourism marketing has two 
responsibilities with regard to sustainable tourism: the one is to conserve tourism 
resources and the other is to provide a high quality visitor experience. Marketing may 
help in managing tourist flows, controlling visitor behaviours and promoting new 
types of tourism activities that are environmentally sound. Kastenholz (2004) suggests 
a tentative way to analyse a destination's tourist market to enhance its capacity to 
achieve sustainable tourism development by a careful selection of specific target 
segments by including envirom-nental, social and cultural elements in criteria for 
evaluating the segments. He notes that this management of demand can be a potential 
contribution of marketing to enhancing sustainable tourism development. Beeton and 
Berifield (2002) suggest demarketing that controls tourism demand as an effective 
environmental management tool, and they presented some examples of it including 
the refectory wall of Santa Maria delle Grazie in Milan, Italy, Sissinghurst Castle 
Garden Kent, England and Wilson's Promontory National Park, Victoria, Australia. 
However, it can also be argued that marketing sustainable tourism has limitations 
to solving a major problem, instead it helps the tourism industry increase business 
profits by reducing costs, improving public relations and promoting the products 
(Wheeller, 1993; Butler, 1998). Liu (2003) is also doubtful of the role of marketing 
eco-tourism for the improvement of sustainability of a tourist destination. He argues 
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that it is a fallacy to suppose that ecotourism can be the path to sustainable tourism 
because of the following three reasons: first, the areas which eco-tourists seek and 
travel agents try to promote are extremely fragile and sensitive to human impact; 
second, alternative forms of tourism, such as eco-tourism. and rural tourism, cannot 
offer a realistic general model for tourism development, so they are at best a micro- 
solution to a macro problem; third, eco-tourism is mainly promoted, not for the 
purpose of resource preservation, but for marketing reasons. Bianchi (2004) also 
contends that producing and promoting high quality tourist products has nothing to do 
with sustainable tourism. Instead, it can bring about an increasing transfer of power 
and capital to powerful and wealthy tourism companies. 
It is necessary to recognise the limitations of tourism marketing as an 
implementing tool for sustainable tourism. Nonetheless, the fact that tourism 
marketing could contribute to the sustainability of tourism should not be neglected. 
According to Hudson and Miller's (2005) research into the responsible marketing of 
tourism in the case of Canadian Mountain Holidays (CMH), CMH showed a 
willingness to support and take part in environmental actions in tourism marketing. 
2.3.2.5 Government intervention 
Many sustainable tourism issues are closely related to market failure. For example, 
environmental pollution can be understood in the context of externalities in economic 
theory. Moreover, common pool resources, such as landscapes and infrastructure for 
environmental protection, are a kind of public good that cannot be properly provided 
for and preserved solely by private markets. The market failure associated with 
external diseconomy and public goods can provide a theoretical background for 
government intervention (Lacy & Boyd, 2000). Bramwell et al (1996: 61) also note 
that "most of these public goods are very important for people and for sustainability, 
but they cannot be bought or sold by any individual or company. Therefore, 
government must intervene strategically and actively manage markets in order to 
encourage economic agents and other actors to use resources more sustainably. " 
Meanwhile, Elliot (1997) justifies the use of power by government by noting that it is 
only government that has the power to ensure that tourists' activities and safety 
standards are maintained in the public interest. 
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Hall (2000) emphasises the role of government as a public interest protector, a 
coordinator for the effective achievement of common policy objectives and a 
regulator for environmental protection and social justice. There have been 
recommended and implemented a range of practical policy instruments used by 
governments to ensure sustainability in tourism development (Bramwell et al, 1996; 
WTO, 1998). These policy tools will be discussed in the next section. 
2.4 Politics and stakeholders in sustainable tourism 
development 
2.4.1 The importance of political aspects of sustainable tourism 
As Hall and Jenkins (1995) noted, decisions affecting tourism policies grow out of a 
political procedure and this process involves the values of individuals, groups and 
organisations in the struggle for power through human interaction. Thus, research on 
tourism policy needs to consider the process of policy making, including the 
relationship between power structure and value. Public policy for sustainable tourism 
should not be an exception. With regard to sustainable tourism, conflicts of interest 
over resources are very likely, which means that, in practice, trade-offs may be 
necessary (Bramwell, et al, 1996). If sustainable tourism can be seen as a new 
paradigm, its adoption is likely to bring about changes of both power structure and the 
economic system in society. It is highly likely, then, that those conflicts around 
decision making for sustainable tourism policies could ignite political debates and 
struggles among different stakeholders groups for the maximisation of their own 
interests. Reed (1997) highlighted conflicting power relations between traditional 
power elites and communities in the process of tourism planning in Squamish, Canada. 
Bianchi (2004) illuminated the importance of the political perspective in evaluating 
the success of public policies in sustainable tourism. According to his research on the 
sustainable tourism initiatives introduced by the regional government of the Canary 
Islands, the "Moratorium Law" that was intended to suspend any further applications 
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for new construction licences failed to address the genuine problem because of 
political lobbies and resistances from various vested interests. Therefore, 
"sustainability and tourism planning as a mechanism of achieving more sustainable 
and appropriate forms of tourism, needs to be'seen both within a political context in 
order to be able to understand the structure of planning issues and as a political goal in 
terms of their achievemenf' (Hall, 2000: 58). In relation to the politics of sustainable 
tourism, stakeholder issues are at the centre because stakeholders are the main actors 
in the political struggles and bargains through which some of them can be winners 
and others losers. 
2A. 2 Definition of Stakeholder and its iinportance in sustainable tourism 
Stakeholder theory, initiated by Freeman (1984: 46), defined a stakeholder in an 
organisation as "any group or individual who can affect or be affected by the 
achievement of the organisation's objectives". According to Freeman's definition, a 
stakeholder has either the power to affect the organisation's performance or has a 
stake in the organisation's performance (Sautter & Leisen, 1999). Therefore, two 
basic elements can be extracted from the concept of stakeholder based on Freeman's 
definition. One element is the "power" and the other one is the "interests". Markwick 
(2000) incorporated these two elements to build a stakeholder map (power/interest 
matrix), which was suggested as a useful tool for managing stakeholders. 
Tlie importance and the legitimacy of stakeholder participation for sustainable 
tourism development has been argued (Ritchie, 1993; Robson & Robson, 1996; Jamal 
& Getz, 1997; Yuksel, Bramwell, & Yuksel, 1999). Considering the fact that a 
stakeholder is a group of people who not only benefit from sustainable tourism but 
also have responsibilities for it, proper involvement of stakeholders is essential for 
sustainable tourism. 
More specifically, some advantages of stakeholder involvement for the success of 
sustainable tourism development can be noted. First, stakeholder involvement can 
avoid the costs of resolving conflicts in the long tenn and it can build on the store of 
knowledge and capacities of the stakeholders. Second, with respect to a democratic 
point of view, stakeholders need to be included in the decision making process, 
because their interests can be affected by the decision-making process and the 
interests of all stakeholders are of intrinsic value. As Donaldson and Preston (1995) 
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argued, each stakeholder group has a right to be treated as an end in itself, not as a 
means to some other end, and therefore must participate in determining the future 
direction of an organisation. Third, sustainable tourism development contains the need 
for stakeholder participation, because one of the aims sustainable tourism pursues is 
an equal distribution of benefits derived from tourism development, which can be best 
ensured by appropriate stakeholder participation. Furthermore, without an 
understanding of the views and roles of stakeholders, it will be difficult to develop 
effective partnerships with all those involved, and, as a consequence, successful 
implementation of decisions made about sustainable tourism policies may not be 
likely. 
2.4.3. Identification and classification of stakeholders 
As Robson & Robson (1996) noted, the list of potential stakeholders for any given 
situation in the tourism can be almost endless. Furthermore, reflecting the fragmented 
nature of the tourism industry, the range of stakeholders could be wider. 
The range of stakeholders and how to classify them'can differ not only according 
to the historical context, development stage, political culture and the degree of 
dependency of tourism that each tourist area has, but also according to the objectives 
or the issues related to tourism development. The range of stakeholders and the degree 
of specification 'of stakeholders can also differ by research objective and the point of 
view that each researcher has. Robson & Robson (1996), in their research on 
stakeholder management, identified many kinds of stakeholder groups for the local 
government tourism marketing (including Central Government Audit Commission, 
National Tourist Boards, Regional Tourists Boards, Media, Tourist Information 
Service, Employees, Local businesses, Residents, Non-resident Visitors, Physical 
Environment, County Council, The Committee, Field Workers, Chief Officer and 
Local Authority Art services). Markwick (2000) identified 8 stakeholder groups, 
including developers, hoteliers, potential employees, consumers, government, society 
at large, farmers and environmentalists, in a case study of 'stakeholder attitudes toward 
golf tourism development in Malta. According to Yuksel et al (1999), central and 
local government officials, managers of local hotels or pensions, nearby residents and 
other interested organisations were selected as broad stakeholder groups for their 
research into stakeholders' attitudes toward tourism development at Pamukkale, 
Turkey. Williams and Hunter (2002) selected only two stakeholder groups, industry 
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operators and community residents, to assess stakeholder perspectives on heli-skiing's 
socio-economic impacts in British Columbia's Rocky Mountains. 
Considering these diverse classifications of stakeholders in previous studies, it 
can be noted that identifying the range of stakeholders and classifying them, in other 
words 'building a stakeholder map' can reflect the values of the researcher and the 
research objective. Nonetheless, it is necessary to try to establish a generalised 
framework for classification of stakeholders related to sustainable tourism 
development, because this could be useful as an initial step towards completion of a 
stakeholder map, which can be noted as a 'general to specific method'. Table 2.2 
shows various general stakeholder categorisations in relation to sustainable tourism. 
Table 2.2: Simplified categorisation of stakeholders in sustainable tourism 
Source Stakeholders 
Swarbrooke (1999) 0 Public sector 
0 Tourism industry 
0 Voluntary sector organizations 
0 The host community 
0 The media 
0 The tourists 
Cooper et al (2000) 0 Indigenous people 
0 Tourists 
0 The tourism industry 
0 The public sector 
Iommides (2001) & National govenunent 
" Localgoverrunent 
" Developers/hoteliers 
" NGOs 
" Tour operators 
" Inhabitants 
WTTC/WTO/EC (1997) - Government department 
" National Tourism Administrations (NTAs) 
" Representative trade organizations 
" Travel & Tourism companies 
WTO (1998) Government 
NGOs 
Tourism industry 
Tourists 
Miller (2001) * National and Local Government 
" Local residents 
" Commercial industry 
" Consumers 
Adapted by author 
Gang (1999) tried to extend the scope of stakeholders by adding secondary 
stakeholder groups who have indirect interests with regard to tourism development, 
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such as research institutions, chambers of commerce and the press. 'Mese secondary 
stakeholder groups can be added to the primary stakeholder groups. However, this 
research will exclude these from the stakeholders in sustainable tourism, because 
secondary stakeholders tend to show vague and inconsistent interests and attitudes 
toward sustainable tourism due to their indirect relationships with the concept. 
Based on the previous literature review, government and the tourism industry can 
be seen as two major stakeholders: the former as a representative of the public sector 
and the latter as a representative of the private sector. In addition to government and 
the tourism industry, NGOs, community residents and tourists can also be considered 
as important stakeholders. Government can be divided finther into central government 
and local government. The local government can also be broken down into provincial 
government and municipal government. At the level of national government, there can 
be many different agencies related to sustainable tourism, such as the ministry of 
environment, the ministry of construction and transportation and the ministry of 
tourism. The tourism industry can also divided into many sub industries, such as 
hoteliers, travel agents, tour operators and transportation companies. This further 
detailed classification will also be considered to meet the objectives of this research. 
Achieving sustainable tourism requires co-ordinated support from and effective 
management by all parties involved. Government, the tourism industry, non- 
governmental organizations (NGOs), community residents and the tourists themselves 
have responsibilities for achieving sustainable tourism. The role of each organization 
in sustainable tourism development can be different from countries, reflecting 
different political, cultural and economic backgrounds. Some common characteristics 
of each stakeholder can be found, however, in terms of their role for and interest in 
sustainable tourism. 
2.4.3.1 Government 
Government, as a representative of the public sector, basically is responsible for 
protecting the public interest by securing sustainability in tourism development. Craik 
(199 1) noted that sustainable tourism needs to be managed by government and argues 
that only government can provide the conditions for tourism policy direction toward 
greater sustainability. According to Hall (2000), although boundaries of government 
are becoming increasingly blurred in many jurisdictions as emphasis is increasingly 
placed on reducing government intervention in the economy, the government still sets 
the regulatory framework within which public and. private activity occurs for 
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sustainable tourism. Hall (2000) suggested diverse roles for government in tourism, 
such as coordination, planning, legislation and regulation, government as entrepreneur, 
stimulation, tourism promotion, social tourism and government as public interest 
protector. Bramwell et al (1996) showed two types of government intervention: the 
one that takes the form of financial instruments, such as taxing and pricing scarce 
resources and incentives to encourage environmentally friendly actions, and the other 
that takes a more direct regulatory form, such as planning zone requirements and 
setting limits for pollution emissions. 
Based on these previous studies, the roles of government can be categorised 
broadly into two roles, regulating and facilitating, as shown in Table 2.3. 
Table 2.3: Roles of government in sustainable tourism 
Regulating roles Facilitating roles 
a Establishing legal provisions and m Establishing national long-term vision 
regulations to deter pollution and 
abuses of non-renewable resources 
Development of construction 
for sustainable tourism 
Establishing a tourism development 
plan based on principles of 
standards that are sympathetic to . sustainable 
development in 
natural and cultural enviromnent collaboration with other sectors 
Supervision of fair trade and market - Developing educational and 
concentration awareness programmes for the public. 
Development of standards for 
environmental impact assessment 
Supporting Research & Development 
associated with sustainable tourism 
development 
Source: WTTC/WTO/EC, 1997; WTO, 1998. 
Although both the central government and local goverranent represent the public 
sector, in terms of attitudes and interests in association with sustainable tourism, they 
can be split into two different stakeholder groups. According to Ioannides (2001)'s 
research on the attitudes of stakeholder groups towards tourism development issues, 
central government and local authorities demonstrated different opinions with respect 
to many issues, especially on environmental priority and support for regulations. 
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Therefore, it could be more realistic to divide the government sector into central 
government and local authorities. 
2.4.3.2 Tourism industry 
Hall (2000) noted that raising the tourism industry's awareness of and assigning it 
proper roles for sustainable tourism are crucial in implementing sustainable tourism, 
despite the fact that the industry's interests can be at odds with sustainable tourism. 
As suppliers of tourist products, the tourism industry is composed of several different 
branches: tour operators, travel agents, accommodation providers, carriers, tourism 
associations and destination organisations. Industry can use consultation, codes of 
conduct, internal management restructuring and other alternatives to introduce 
significant changes in practice for sustainable tourism development (Mowforth & 
Munt, 1998). WTO (1998) and WTTC/WTO/EC (1997) also recommended several 
roles for the tourism industry to enhance sustainability in tourism development. In 
order for sustainability in tourism development to be achieved the tourism industry 
needsto: 
" Ensure sustainable use of land, water, and forests in tourism development 
activities. 
" Reduce and dispose appropriately of wastes by recycling, reusing and reducing 
resources and by having high standards for sewage treatment and waste disposal. 
" Adapt energy efficiency practices. 
" Undertake green marketing by promoting tourism that minimises adverse 
environmental and cultural impact and by informing and educating tourists about 
the impacts of their presence. 
" Provide complete and credible information to tourists regarding sustainable 
tourism development. 
" Observe the rules and regulations endowed by government. 
" Conduct regular environmental audits by conducting independent assessments of 
the environmental performance of the entire business operation. 
These changes of rules and codes of conduct would reduce the impact of their 
development and move towards sustainability, but could also bring about the danger 
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of a decrease in profits. The profit motive of private companies can affect the tourism 
industry's perceptions and practices with regard to sustainable tourism. Butler (1998) 
suggested three reasons why the tourism industry has adopted sustainable 
development: economics, public relations and marketing. That is, sustainable 
development can give tourism industries a good opportunity to increase profits by 
reducing costs, enhancing public relations and selling tourist products labelled 
'sustainable'. Masau and Prideaux (2003) also noted that one of the main reasons why 
the hotel industry intends to adopt the principles of sustainable tourism is to respond 
to market demands effectively. These new strategies adopted by the industry, however, 
may do nothing to help correct essential problems in relation to sustainable tourism 
(Wheeller, 1993). Mowforth and Munt (1998) also contended that the codes of 
conduct for sustainable tourism established by World Travel and Tourism 
Environment Research Centre (WTTERC) have been devised by tour operators 
merely to give some palliative to the pressure from the environmental lobby and in 
preparation for potential criticism, and, as a consequence, these codes of conduct are 
more a marketing ploy than a set of standards by which to guide a company's 
behaviour and practices. The limited capabilities of small and medium-sized tourism 
businesses were also indicated as barriers to securing the tourism industry's 
commitment to principles of sustainable tourism (McKercher, 1998; Carlsen et al, 
2001). 
Despite these criticisms of the role of the tourism industry in sustainable tourism, 
diverse efforts have been made by the tourism industry to address sustainable tourism 
issues. Herremans and Welsh (1999) illustrated a success story of a Treadsoftly, a 
small, environmentally responsible tourism business in western Canada, in dealing 
with principles of sustainable tourism. Another notable example of these is the Travel 
Foundation founded in 2003 in the UK. Travel Foundation is an independent 
organisation consisting mainly of travel agents and tour operators. The Foundation's 
focus is on protecting and enhancing the environment and improving the well-being 
of destination communities, which is compatible with principles of sustainable 
tourism (Travel Foundation, 2005). The Travel Foundation works with the tourism 
industry to develop tools and guidelines for sustainable tourism, such as excursion 
guidelines, accommodation checklists and guides to good practice for animal 
interactions (Travel Foundation, 2004). However, it seems that this organisation tends 
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to view sustainable tourism in the context of sustaining the profitability of tourism 
businesses as indicated by one of the reports presented by it. 
The issues surrounding sustainable tourism are already affecting 
your resources, your customers, your costs and your profitability. 
(Travel Foundation, 2003: 10) 
It can be assumed, therefore, that if sustainable tourism does not guarantee the 
desired level of profits for the tourism industry or becomes a barrier, voluntary and 
collaborative efforts from the tourism industry would not be likely. Nevertheless, the 
tourism industry's crucial role in sustainable tourism should not be underestimated. 
More importantly, what needs to be carefully considered is how to coordinate and 
control those efforts and activities in order to bring about positive consequences. Hall 
(2000) argued that environmental codes of conduct or practice used by the tourism 
industry for sustainable tourism may need to be backed up by government regulations 
and environmental planning legislation if they are to have any overall affect on 
development practices. However, to what extent governments can intervene and 
control tourism businesses for the realisation of sustainable tourism is controversial. 
Moreover, it can also be argued that the self-regulation efforts made by the tourism 
industry can be a more cost-effective way to ensure sustainability in tourism 
development at the operational level (Herremans & Welsh, 1999; Whiley & Knight, 
2004). 
2.4.3.3 Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) 
NGOs can be regarded as being in the public sector, considering that they usually 
pursue public issues rather than private interests. However, NGOs can be 
discriminated from government in terms of legal authority, representation, taxation 
and policing power. One of the most representative organisations in NGOs with 
regard to sustainable tourism is environmental interest groups. Lovelock (2002) noted 
a contradictory aspect of environmental groups' roles in sustainable tourism. That is, 
in the interests of sustainable tourism, it is important that environmental groups build 
relationships with other stakeholder groups to allow adequate representation of 
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environmental matters in tourism development, but, in the interest of efficiency, 
environmental groups' involvement can bring about long-standing and expensive 
disputes that may hinder positive outcomes. Nonetheless, NGOs can hold important 
roles as pressure groups to achieve sustainable tourism by actions (Inskeep, 1991; 
WTO, 1998) such as: 
Influencing pubic policy regarding sustainable tourism development by supporting 
appropriate sustainable tourism development and opposing inappropriate 
sustainable tourism development; 
Providing technical knowledge and specific information about sustainable tourism 
development; 
Promoting the involvement of local residents in sustainable tourism research and 
data collection; 
Becoming involved in educating the public about the economic importance of 
sustainable tourism development and the need for a secure resource base; and 
Monitoring the impacts of tourism on the culture and environment in the 
destination area. 
2.4.3.4 Community residents 
Community participation in tourism planning and development has been considered 
as a standard ingredient of sustainable tourism reflecting the fact that tourism relies 
upon the involvement of local people as part of the tourism product (Murphy, 1985; 
Bahaire & Elliott-White, 1999). Simmons (1994) also suggested two main reasons for 
community participation: first, the impacts of tourism are felt most sensitively at the 
local destination area, and, second, community residents are being recognised as an 
essential element in the welcoming atmosphere of a destination. Sofield highlighted 
the substantial role of community residents in sustainable tourism development by 
arguing that "communities should have the capacity to set the agenda for 
consideration of tourism development, have access to appropriate resources, and a 
concomitant ability to implement its decisions" (2003: 341). This so-called 
ccommunity empowerment' is seen as essential to achieve sustainability in tourism 
development. Sofield (2003) also suggested that governments set conditions that will 
provide the conditions for assigning real power to communities. 
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Nevertheless, substantial difficulties can arise in attempting to implement the 
concept of community planning in tourist destination. Hall (2000) argued that it is 
unlikely that the community approach will generally be adopted by government 
authorities because of complaints from business interests concerning the economic 
impact of decision-making delays. Moreover, for many government officials, 
community control can also be interpreted as a loss of power and control over the 
planning process. According to a case study of a sustainable tourism plan in Akamas, 
Cyprus (loannides, 1995), serious distrust between the government and local 
communities was revealed. The government tried to avoid soliciting community 
opinions fearing it would stir up trouble among interest groups and bring about chaos 
in the end. Jenkins (1993) also identified impediments to community participation in 
tourism planning, such as the difficulty in comprehending complex issues, not being 
aware of the decision-making process, the difficulty in attaining representatives in the 
decision-making process, the apathy of citizens, not being able to afford costs, the 
prolonging of decision-making process and adverse effects on the efficiency of 
decision-making. Community residents also tend to have very focused and limited 
geographical areas of concern, because, as Pearce (1989) noted, a community 
approach can be particularly viable at the local scale. On the other hand, whether a 
community's involvement and empowerment in the process of tourism development 
can create favourable conditions for sustainable tourism is also questionable, 
considering most communities' excessive orientation towards economic benefits from 
tourism development, as well as little experience and lack of financial ability (Tosun, 
2000; Silva & McDill, 2004). 
Despite these limitations, community residents can perform an important role for 
sustainable tourism, because they are directly or indirectly affected by tourism 
development. They can not only improve their living standard from well planned, 
developed and managed tourism development, but they can also suffer from 
uncontrolled and undesirable tourism development which can bring about congestion, 
pollution and serious leakage of local profits. 
Although the role of community representatives is similar to that of NGOs, there 
are some roles peculiar to a community, including the ability to: 
Participate in decision making process for tourism development and influence it 
through representatives; 
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Initiate a policy agenda regarding sustainable tourism by revealing the problems 
of tourism development and requesting corrective action from both government 
and tourism industry; and 
Develop public campaigns regarding environment protection and resource 
preservation. 
2.4-3.5 Tourists 
The role of tourists or consumers in achieving sustainable tourism development is 
crucial, because they are the ultimate users of the environment. Nonetheless, it is 
difficult to identify tourists as a group of stakeholders who share a similar stake in 
tourism, because they tend to act as individuals, not in the form of groups or 
organisations. Since each individual tourist is liable to have different interests and 
shows different attitudes and behaviours with regard to sustainable tourism, it is 
difficult to define the role of tourists in sustainable tourism. Taking the huge 
responsibility of tourists for sustainable tourism into consideration, however, the 
proper role of tourists needs to be addressed (WTO, 1998). 
In order to realise sustainable tourism development tourists need to: 
Choose businesses which have the reputation of ethical and environment 
responsibility; 
Learn and respect the human and natural heritage in tourists area; 
Conform to regulations and follow the code of conduct for the sustainable tourism; 
Refrain from inappropriate behaviour that negatively affects the host community 
or degrades the local natural environment; and 
Refrain from purchasing or using products, services and/or transportation that 
endanger the local ecology and culture. 
38 ' 
2.5. Conclusions 
In this chapter, three important issues in sustainable tourism have been reviewed. 
With respect to the definition of sustainable tourism two important points, which have 
been noted most frequently by many researchers can be identified, despite the 
complexity and multiple arguments around the concept. The one is that sustainable 
tourism is concerned with environmental sustainability. Although there have been 
diverse terms suggested with regard to environmental issues in sustainable tourism, 
the main point of them is how tourism resources can be maintained overtime for the 
use of future generations. The other point is local linkages and resident participation 
in the planning, development and operation of tourism resources and services as a 
crucial way to secure the equitable distribution of benefits from tourism development. 
These two main aspects of sustainable tourism will be used as criteria to choose the 
examples of sustainable tourism development for this research. 
This chapter has also reviewed the principles of sustainable tourism and practical 
tools involved in achieving this. Although there have been many kinds of policy and 
technical tools suggested and practiced to enhance the sustainability of tourist 
destinations, they do not seem to have been implemented effectively. One of the main 
reasons is that sustainable tourism calls for a change of paradigm, which can result in 
defence and delaying mechanisms in the economic and political system (Willer, 
1994). Therefore, it is important to view sustainable tourism in the context of the 
social and political relationships between stakeholders, which can range from conflict 
or struggle to collaboration. 
As previously reviewed, there is a wide range of stakeholders, and classifications 
of those stakeholders vary according to research objectives. In this research, 
stakeholders will be classified broadly into five groups: central government, local 
government, the tourism industry, community residents and NGOs. The division of 
government into a central and a local, one is based on Ioannides (2001)'s study on 
attitudes of tourism stakeholders towards sustainable tourism issues, which showed a 
sharp contrast between these two groups. Tourists are not included in stakeholder 
groups for this research, not only because it is difficult to set up a category of tourists, 
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but also because they do not seem to have shared and consistent interests with respect 
to sustainable tourism issues. 
As one of the types of social and political relationships between stakeholders, 
collaboration needs to be paid attention to, because the nature of sustainable tourism 
development requires bringing together a series of interests and concerns in a 
sustainable and strategic form of planning and development for its success. In the next 
chapter, collaboration theory in general will be reviewed and then applied to 
sustainable tourism. 
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Chapter III: Collaboration theory and 
sustainable tourism 
3.1 Introduction 
Collaboration between stakeholders is an important issue in relation to the 
realisation of sustainable tourism in the real world. The UN (2000) highlighted the 
importance of collaborative efforts to realize sustainable tourism by noting that the 
nature of sustainable tourism development requires a process of planning and 
management that brings together a series of interests and concerns in a sustainable and 
strategic form of planning and development. De Araujo and Bramwell (2002) also 
noted that collaboration can contribute to the sustainability of tourism development by 
pooling knowledge, expertise, capital and other resources; greater coordination of 
relevant policies; increased acceptance of the resulting policies; and more effective 
implementation. 
Although there have been an increasing number of studies about stakeholder 
collaboration in tourism (Bramwell & Lane, 2000), there have not been sufficient 
efforts to address collaboration issues in sustainable tourism at the theoretical level. It 
would be useful, therefore, to review general collaboration theories first and then 
apply those theories to the sustainable tourism area to make the linkages between 
those two issues more solid. 
First, this chapter will review diverse collaboration theories, including a definition 
of collaboration and its terminology, the collaboration process, the classification of 
collaboration and theoretical and historical approaches to a rationale for collaboration. 
Second, considering the fact that sustainable tourism is a major area of tourism 
development, the specific characteristics of tourism that affect collaboration will be 
discussed. Finally, collaboration issues in sustainable tourism will be examined by 
applying previously reviewed theories, mainly focusing on the issue of a rationale for 
collaboration. The issue of community participation will also be discussed in this 
section. 
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3.2 Collaboration theory 
3.2.1 What is Collaboration? 
Over the last few decades, collaboration has increasingly been adopted as a new 
management strategy for solving organisational problems. Although many efforts 
have been made to define the concept of collaboration, most of them seem to depend 
heavily on Gray's definition. Gray (1985: 912) defined collaboration as "the pooling 
of appreciation and tangible resources by two or more stakeholders to solve a set of 
problems which cannot be solved individually". Wood and Gray (1991: 146) 
developed Gray's definition by arguing that "collaboration occurs when a group of 
autonomous stakeholders engage in an interactive process, using shared rules, norms, 
and structures to act or decide on issues related to a particular problem domain". 
Collaboration has also been defined as "a process of joint decision-making among 
autonomous, key stakeholders of an inter-organisational problem domain to resolve 
planning problems of the domain and/or to manage issues related to the planning and 
development of the domain" (Jamal & Getz, 1995: 188). 
Several common elements of collaboration can be extracted from these definitions, 
which are useful to conceptualise and set the boundaries of this term. First, many 
collaboration theorists incorporate the term 'problem domain' to explain the reason 
for the collaboration between organisations (Trist, 1983; Jamal & Getz, 1994; Parker, 
2000). The problem domain refers to a situation where problems are complex and 
requires inter- or multi-organisational responses, since they are beyond the capability 
of any single individual or group to handle independently. Stakeholders in the 
problem domain, therefore, tend to build and participate in joint decision-making 
process to reduce the risks they face. However, as Wood and Gray (199 1) argued, this 
does not necessarily mean that all the stakeholders in the domain must be involved in 
the collaboration process, rather that sometimes only some of them can or will join the 
collaboration. Second, the term autonomous is crucial to understanding collaboration 
(Wood & Gary, 1991). Stakeholders in collaboration retain independent decision- 
making powers even when they agree to work with each other within shared rules. 
Hence, mergers of formally independent organisations are excluded from this 
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definition of collaboration because participants in a merger relinquish all autonomy 
(Bramwell & Lane, 2000). Third, collaboration needs to be in pursuit of certain goals. 
Huxharn (1996) argued that collaboration needs to focus on outputs that could not 
have been achieved without it, because they are important in motivating organisations 
to inject sufficient energy into the collaboration. Thus, interactions that are regular but 
do not have a specific objective like regular meetings of members in a profession 
association cannot be included in collaboration (Bramwell & Lane, 2000). Fourth, 
Wood and Gray (1991) also argued that usually the participating stakeholders must 
explicitly agree on the rules and norms that will govern their interactive process. 
Shared rules, norms and structure are essential to develop a mutual orientation in 
response to an issue and co-ordinate different and sometimes conflicting attitudes and 
behaviours of various stakeholders. 
Many terms are used to describe positive forms of inter-organisational relationships, 
such as co-operation, co-ordination, coalitions, networks, alliances and partnerships. 
Among these similar terms, co-operation and partnership particularly seem to be the 
terms closest to collaboration and consequently bring about confusion and 
overlapping uses. With regard to defining collaboration, therefore, how to 
discriminate the term collaboration from other similar terms, such as co-operation and 
partnership, is worthy of close attention. With regard to the relationship between 
collaboration and cooperation, Jamal and Getz (1995: 187) contended that cooperation 
means working together to some end but does not contain the complex interpretations 
and the necessary conditions covered by the term collaboration. Based on Jarnal and 
Getz's argument, it can be said that although both co-operation and collaboration can 
be regarded as types of inter-organisational arrangement, collaboration seems to 
involve more developed types of the interactive process than cooperation. Timothy 
(2000) also suggested a difference in the two concepts in terms of the level of 
integration by noting that cooperative partnerships are characterised by initial efforts 
to solve common problems and collaboration is a situation where inter-organisational 
relations are stable and joint efforts are well established. At the collaboration level, he 
argued, partners actively seek to work together on development issues and agree to 
some degree of equity in their relationship. Hi=elman (1996) also noted that 
collaboration is a more advanced type of inter-organisational relationship than co- 
operation, because collaboration tries to enhance the capacity of another organisation 
by sharing risks, responsibilities, resources and rewards. 
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It seems to be more difficult to distinguish the term collaboration from 
partnership. Bramwell and Lane (2000: 2-3) tried to distinguish between the two 
concepts in terms of usage, noting that "while the term collaboration is commonly 
used in the academic tourism literature, in government and practitioner circles the 
term partnership is especially popular". Thus, the term partnership is supposed to be 
more practically used than collaboration. On the other hand, Timothy (2000) noted 
that as partnership covers a wider area with regard to addressing inter-organisational 
relationships, the term collaboration can be seen as a part of partnership. 
Ladkin and Bertramini (2002) pointed out the difference between coordination 
and collaboration by arguing that coordination can be seen as the first step towards a 
collaboration procedure. They noted that as an initial stage of the collaboration 
process, coordination is in the absence of rules and does not by itself solve the 
problem of the organisation. 
Despite the efforts reviewed above, however, it is difficult to make a clear 
distinction amongst these terms. Tbus, it is hard to decide which term is best to 
explain diverse types of inter-organisational relationships. For this research, the term 
collaboration that is defined by Wood and Gray (1991) will be adopted, as Bramwell 
and Lane (2000: 5) argued that. it is especially useful because it deals with the 
diversity of partnership forms, and, as a consequence, it can incorporate interactions 
among stakeholders working on tourism-related issues at a global scale, as well as the 
community level. However, the term partnership will also be used where there is a 
need to highlight practical aspects of collaboration, such as a public-private sector 
partnership. 
3.2.2 The collaboration process 
Collaboration theorists agree that the collaboration process is dynamic and proceeds 
sequentially through the problem setting, the direction setting and the structuring 
phases (Wood & Gray, 1991; Selin & Chabez, 1995; Jamal & Getz, 1995). Gray 
(1989) suggested some preconditions that enhance the prospects that collaboration 
will occur, and these pre-conditional factors will be discussed in the following section 
about rationales for collaboration. 
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The problem-setting phase 
In the problem-setting stage, the various interests begin to appreciate the 
interdependencies that exist among them and to realise the need of collective action to 
solve a problem that cannot be handled by individual stakeholders (Gray, 1989). Selin 
and Chavez (1995) argued, however, that recognising interdependence may not be 
enough to bring about partnership. Instead, the perception that there are benefits from 
this partnership by stakeholders is also important and these benefits must be 
acknowledged to outweigh the costs. In the problem-setting stage stakeholders get to 
recognise each other, acknowledge the issues that join them and build commitment to 
address these issues through face-to-face dialogue (Gray, 1989). According to Jamal 
and Getz (1995), the specific actions or steps that need to be taken in this stage 
including defining purpose and domain, identifying convenors, convening 
stakeholders, defining problems to resolve, identifying and legitimising stakeholders, 
building commitment to collaborate by raising awareness of interdependence, 
balancing power differences, addressing stakeholder concerns and ensuring adequate 
resources are available to allow collaboration to proceed with key stakeholders 
present. 
The direction-setting phase 
In the direction-setting phase, partners begin to identify and share future collaborative 
interpretations and appreciate a sense of common purpose (McCann, 1983; Selin & 
Chavez, 1995). According to Jamal and Getz (1995), one of the facilitating conditions 
of this stage is coincidence of values. That is, by' expressing the values that guide their 
individual goals, shared interpretations of the future emerge as stakeholders discover 
common interests (Makopondo, 2003). In this phase, goals are established, ground 
rules set, and subgroups organised to examine specific issues (Selin & Chavez, 1995). 
The necessary actions in this stage include collecting shared information, appreciating 
shared values, enhancing perceived interdependence, ensuring power is distributed 
among several stakeholders, establishing rules and agenda for direction setting, 
organising subgroups if required, discussing various options, selecting appropriate 
solutions and arriving at a shared vision or plan through consensus (Jamal & Getz, 
1995). 
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The structuring phase 
For collaboration to persist overtime, managing stakeholder interactions in a 
systematic manner is crucial, so the structuring phase involves institutionalising the 
shared meanings of the group and devising a regulatory framework to guide future 
collective action (Gray, 1985). In this stage, legal forms of organising are instituted, 
roles assigned, and formal agreements reached to monitor and assure collective 
compliance with the goals of the collaboration (Selin & Chavez, 1995). The necessary 
actions in this stage include discussing means of implementing and monitoring 
solutions, shared vision, plan or strategy, selecting a suitable structure for the 
institutionalising process, assigning goals and tasks, monitoring ongoing progress and 
ensuring compliance with collaboration decisions (Jamal & Getz, 1995). 
Parker (2000) applied this collaboration process theory to a tourism development 
case in Bonaire in the Caribbean Sea. According to Parker's research, the 
collaboration process of tourism development in Bonaire can be explained in terms of 
the previously reviewed theory. It also shows that an uncompleted phase 3 (the 
structuring process) can bring about a failure to motivate participants to continue and 
redirect problem solving. This study, therefore, emphasised the importance of an 
institutionalised and durable framework of collaboration, such as a formalised 
agreement, regulation, redistribution of power and clear role allocation. 
3.2.3 Classification of collaboration 
Collaboration takes many different forms and these diverse types of collaboration can 
be categorised in many different ways, depending on their level of organisation, 
function, participants and processes at work within partnerships (Wood & Gray, 1991; 
Waddock, 1991; Mackintosh; 1992; Gray, 1989; Timothy, 1998). 
Timothy (1998) identified four types of partnership in terms of the characteristics 
of participants: public and private partnerships, partnerships between government 
agencies, partnerships between administrative levels (nation, state, province, district, 
county or municipality), and partnership between same-level polities. It can be argued 
that, since Timothy's categorisation was suggested in the context of cross-border 
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partnerships to preserve natural and cultural tourism resources, it mainly focuses on 
the roles of the public sector. Therefore, it has some limitations in addressing more 
diverse types of collaboration. 
Mackintosh (1992) suggested three different types of a partnership models: 
synergy model, transformation model and budget enlarge model. The synergy model, 
a so-called 'ideal partnership model', envisages a joint venture between a profit 
seeking commercial firm and a public interest organisation. This joint venture is 
believed to create additional profits through the combining of the different assets and 
powers. The transformation model reflects the situation that many Western countries 
faced in 1980s, when the public sector sought ways to become more efficient, while, 
at the same time, the private sector pursued longer-term planning. In this model, then, 
Partnership becomes a mutual struggle for transformation, which means each actor is 
trying to move the objectives and culture of the other towards their own idea. The 
budget enlargement model relates to the economic depression of the 1990s, when the 
public sector suffered from financial constraints and private companies sought more 
public subsidy or risk reduction. "This mutual budget enlargement is a common form 
of glue for joint ventures, especially local schemes seeking a common interest among 
local partners" (Mackintosh, 1992: 218). Mackintosh's model is useful to understand 
the reasons why public and private sector partnerships take place in the context of 
changes in the economic environment in the Western countries. However, as with 
Timothy's categorisation, Mackintosh's model seems to have limitations in 
addressing various types of collaboration, as this model mainly focuses on public and 
Private sector partnerships. 
Selin (2000) suggested a typology of partnerships by using five primary 
dimensions: geographical scale, legal basis, locus of control, organisational diversity 
and size and time frame. She selected geographical scale as a dimension that is 
common to each of the typology figures presented. Thus, in each of her figures, 
tourism partnerships are plotted at either a community, state, regional or national scale, 
depending on their geographical orientation. By combining geographical scale with 
the other four dimensions respectively, Selin created four frames for categorisation of 
Partnerships. For example, by plotting geographical scale against the degree of 
organisational diversity and size, she positioned 'cooperating marketing agreements' 
at a homogenous and community level partnership and a Coalition for Unified 
Recreation in the Eastern Sierras at a diverse regional level partnership. One of the 
strong points of Selin's typology of partnership is its comprehensiveness, which 
rneans most types of partnerships can be incorporated in the typology. This typology 
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can also, as Selin (2000) noted, show dynamic aspects of partnerships that normally 
evolve from agency control to stakeholder control. Selin noted, however, this 
typology only captures one facet of the contextual diversity that characterises 
partnerships and collaboration in the field, suggesting a future typology could 
integrate many other partnership attributes, including diverse purposes, informal 
versus formal structure and partner characteristics. 
Gray (1989) classified collaboration according to functions and outcomes, 
arguing that, depending on the context from which they arise, collaborations have the 
capacity to produce different outcomes. Table 3.1 shows different types of 
collaboration and their outcomes. As Table 3.1 demonstrates, contractual 
collaboration is the most formalised type of collaboration, and the participants in the 
collaboration process are interrelated more tightly than in other types of collaboration. 
On the other hand, exploratory forms of collaboration are characterised by informality 
and loosely linked relationships between participants. 
Table 3.1: Classification of collaboration 
Classification Functions and outcomes Formality Linkage 
Exploratory fornis of 9 Heightening stakeholders' awareness of L ow I-oo se 
collaboration their 
interdependence 
0 Establishing trust 
0 Clarification of parameters of the problem 
domain 
Advisory forms of 0 Analysing options for dealing with 
collaboration problems and reaching agreement on 
them 
A draft of policy recommendation is 
obtained 
Confederative Cooperative exchanges of resources, 
collaboration normative rules or 
ideas to coordinate 
behaviour among the stakeholders 
Operational agreements, resource 
exchanges and self regulation are 
outcomes 
Contractual Most institutional ised form of 
collaboration collaboration 
Establishing contractual agreements 
enforceable by law or other authority 
Example: R&D consortia, labour contracts H igh Ti ght 
and mini-trials 
Actapted trom Uray (1989) and Makopondo (2003). 
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Mandell (1999) also suggested diverse forms of collaborative effort in terms of the 
developing process of collaboration. According to him, collaborative efforts can 
represent a continuum ranging from loose linkages and coalitions to more lasting 
structural arrangements. This supports Gray's classification above. Although ideally 
speaking collaboration develops from exploratory forms to the contractual one, it 
would be more practical to say that most collaborations do not follow this procedure. 
Some kinds of collaboration can stop development at the first or second level and 
some other types of collaboration skip previous levels and begin at the third or final 
level of collaboration. 
3.2.4. The rationale for collaboration 
3.2.4.1 Theoretical approach 
1) Economic theory 
Child and Faulkner (1998) suggested four main perspectives within the context of 
economic theory that contribute to understanding the rationale for collaboration. 
These are market power theory, transaction-cost economics, agency theory and 
increasing returns theory. 
First, market power theory (MPT) is concerned with how firms can improve their 
competitive success by securing stronger positions in their markets. According to this 
theory, firms take a co-operative strategy in order to increase their market power. For 
example, offensive coalitions are intended to develop firms' competitive advantages 
and strengthen their position by diminishing other competitors' market share or by 
increasing their costs. The MPT emphasises developing economies of scale through 
sharing strategic resources, sharing and transferring knowledge, rationalising capacity 
and sharing risks (Chathoth & Olsen, 2003). 
Second, firms collaborate to reduce transaction-cost. Transaction costs are those 
that are incurred in arranging and managing transactions across markets, such as the 
cost of negotiation, managing the necessary logistics and monitoring accounts 
receivable (Child & Faukner, 1998). This transaction-cost economics theory is 
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especially useful to understand multinational enterprises intending direct investment 
in foreign countries. 
Third, agency theory tries to explain the rationale for collaboration in terms of 
the relationships between the principal and agent. According to this theory, 
collaboration occurs because principals want to ensure that agents are fulfilling their 
duties and objectives. The principal and agent relationship can be applied to many 
different relationships, such as that of employer to employee, client to lawyer and 
constituents to civil servants. Agency theory focuses on the importance of self-interest 
and incentives in thinking about organisations and the importance of information to 
enable principles to control against their agents' moral hazards. 
Fourth, companies collaborate to avoid diminishing returns. In order to increase 
returns continuously, companies try to develop a dense technological network and to 
form alliances to achieve sufficient critical mass to be a ma or player in the market. j 
This phenomenon occurs in knowledge-based industries, in particular in IT companies 
such as Microsoft (Arthur, 1989). 
In addition to these four theories presented by Child and Faulkner (1998) as 
rationales for collaboration, market failure theory is thought to be particularly useful 
to understand public and private sector collaborations. According to Adam Smith, a 
market can realize the optimal allocation of resources through a mechanism of "an 
invisible hand". In other words, although every individual intends to maximize their 
own self-interests in the market, this activity results in the realization of public 
interests (Choi, 1996). That is, if a market works perfectly and, as a consequence, 
maximization of production efficiency and distribution equity are achieved, there 
would be no need for government involvement. However, economic analysis suggests 
that the private market might fail to work properly due to some essential problems 
involving factors such as public goods, externalities and imperfect information. On 
the basis of this imperfection of the market, some form of government intervention is 
often justified to correct market failure and ensure that markets fully and accurately 
respond to consumer preferences (Johnson & Thomas 1992; Bull, 1995; Choi, 1996; 
Begg et al, 2000; Hall, 2000). Two main reasons of market failure can be suggested 
that can justify government intervention in the private market. 
The first one is public good. A public good is a good that, even if consumed by one 
person, is still available for consumption by others (Begg et al, 2000). Public goods, 
therefore, have non-excludability and non-rivalry, which means no one should be 
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excluded from being provided with goods or services simply by the reason of his not 
paying the costs (Choi, 1996). As a result of these two characteristics, public goods 
always have a free-rider problem. That is, everyone wants to use or consume public 
goods without paying any costs. Public goods, therefore, need to be supplied by the 
public sector in order to ensure the right amount of them are available. 
The second reason is externality. Externality exists when the production or 
consumption of a good directly affects businesses or consumers not involved in 
buying or selling it and when those spill-over effects are not fully reflected in market 
prices (Begg et al, 2000). When externalities are present, market prices do not reflect 
all the social costs and benefits of the production of goods, thus, in this case, a market 
can be generated at an economically and socially inefficient level. In order to avoid 
market failure, government intervention as a corrector of the market failure seems to 
be inevitable. There can be a wide range of options incorporated by government from 
regulation to subsidization in order to correct the market failure caused by 
externalities. For example, government can regulate firms to treat their waste products 
in certain ways. Government also can impose environmental taxes on a company that 
is responsible for pollution. 
It seems that market failure theory has both strong and weak points as a tool for 
explaining the rationale for public and private sector collaboration. With respect to 
strong points, market failure theory can be meaningful to understand the reason why 
governments intervene and become involved in tourism businesses. That is, the role of 
government as a protector of public goods can be well explained in the context of 
market failure. However, the theory of market failure also has some limitations to 
explain properly the diverse and dynamic aspects of rationale for collaboration 
between stakeholders in the society. First, the theory of market failure should also 
consider the possibility of government failure (Jo & Jeong, 1997). Although market 
failure bestows a legitimacy on government intervention in the market, government 
intervention can fail to handle the market failure properly, and, furthermore, it can 
also bring about other problems of so-called 'government failure', such as red tape, 
bureaucratic inefficiency, centralised decision making process and ideological bias. 
Second, market failure theory recognizes the private sector as a subject of governance, 
thus it does not take into account the reason why the private sector sometimes 
participates in partnerships voluntarily. It should also be considered that sometimes 
businesses join public/private sector collaboration for their own sake. This issue will 
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be discussed in the next section. Third, in terms of market failure, the role of 
government mainly focuses on regulation, provision of infrastructure and public 
interest protection. However, the role of government covers a wider range of activities, 
including coordination, planning, stimulation, promotion and activities as an 
entrepreneur (Hall, 2000). 
2) Organisation theory 
Sofer (1972: 9) defined an organisation as "an association of persons grouped 
together around the pursuit of' specific goals". Organisation theory considers 
organisations as entities that try to maximise their own interest. Collaboration 
between organisations can be interpreted in the context of this maximisation of the 
organisations' interests. 
In organisation theory, collaboration between organisations can be viewed as a 
type of inter-organisational relationship (Hall, 1996). Hall (1996) argued that all 
organisations have relationships with other organisations and collaboration is one type 
of transaction. He suggested turbulence as one of the important general environmental 
characteristics that brings about cooperation between organisations. Turbulence is a 
situation where large competing organisations, all acting independently in many 
diverse directions, produce unanticipated and dissonant consequences in the overall 
environment (Trist, 1983). In such a turbulent environment, the chief task of an 
organisation is to reduce this complexity and uncertainty to manageable proportions 
by collaborating with other organisations. Hall (1996: 232) also noted that "as 
turbulence increases, we would expect a, higher rate of inter-organisational 
relationships. " 
Many collaboration theorists incorporate the term "problem domain7' provoked by 
environmental turbulence to explain the reason for collaboration between 
organisations (Trist, 1983; Gray, 1985; Jamal & Getz, 1994, Bramwell & Lane, 2000; 
Parker, 2000). The problem domain refers to a situation where problems are complex 
and require an inter- or multi-organisational response, since they are beyond the 
capability of any single individual or group to solve single-handedly (Trist, 1983). 
That is, in the problem domain, organisations try to increase inter-organisational 
relationships to the extent which they can handle the situation effectively. Reed (2000) 
suggested three kinds of characteristics of situations that can strengthen the problem 
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domain. Firstly, uncertainty emerges because ecological and social systems are 
dynamic and our understanding of their components and interconnections is 
incomplete. Secondly, complexhy characterises environmental management situations, 
because the substantial issues become entangled in a web of biological, physical, 
political, financial and social factors. Thirdly, conflict is now considered normal by 
environmental management researchers, because it arises from legitimate, differing 
values, interests, hopes, expectations and the priorities of individuals or societal 
groups. 
As previously reviewed, the problem domain can be essential as an environmental 
factor for collaboration between organisations. However, according to Hall (1982), 
inter-organisational relationships do not occur automatically in the problem domain. 
Hall (1982) argued that a good part of inter-organisational theory is predicated on the 
assumption that inter-organisational relationships will not occur unless there is an 
awareness of potential or actual interdependence among the organisations involved. 
Mandell (1999) also noted that a network structure or collaboration forms when 
peoples or organisations realise that they are only one small piece of the total picture. 
Resource dependence theory can be introduced to understand this situation 
(Chathoth & Olsen, 2003). Resource dependence theory indicates that when resources 
are not readily or sufficiently available to organisations, they are more likely to 
establish ties with other organisations (Child & Faulkner, 1998). The resources cover 
not only tangible ones, such as physical and human resources, but also intangible 
resources such as patents, trademarks and data. According to resource dependence 
theory, resource scarcity prompts organisations to engage in inter-organisational 
relationships in an attempt to exert power, influence, or control over other 
organisations, which possess the required resources. 
In addition to recognition of resource-interdependence, Palmer and BeJou (1995) 
also recognised benefits from joint attempts as another important situational factor for 
collaborations. With respect to these mutual benefits, Selin and Beason (1991) noted 
the assumption that altruism has little to do with the organisational interactions, 
instead, they argued, organisations cooperate only when the benefits are higher than 
the costs that can result from relinquishment of autonomy which could otherwise be 
retained. 
To summarise, in the context of organisation theory, there two broad factors 
facilitating collaboration between organisations. One is a problem domain situation 
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as an external factor and the other is awareness of interdependence and mutual benefit 
as an internal factor. Figure 3.1 shows a mechanism that brings about collaboration 
between two organisations. 
Figure 3.1: Collaboration between organisations in the problem domain f! ) 
< Problem Domain> 
Complexity 
Organisation A 
Awareness of 
interdependence 
Awareness of mutual 
Uncertainty (Collaboration 
Jý- 
Ginn] Attqinment 
Organisation B 
Awareness of 
interdependence 
Awareness of mutual 
Conflicts 
Adapted from Trist (198-35), Gray (1985) and Palmer and Bejou (1995) 
The strong point of organization theory as a rationale for collaboration is that it 
addresses the reasons why the private sector participates in a collaboration process 
voluntarily, which could not be addressed by market failure theory. As Selin and 
Beason (1991) argued, industry joins in public and private sector collaboration when 
benefits from collaboration can outweigh the cost caused by collaboration. For 
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example, a tourism company may compare two sets of cost/benefit analyses. The one 
situation is that it does not join a partnership and the other one is that it joins a 
partnership. If the net benefits from partnership involvement are higher than 
continued independence, it is likely that the company will choose to join the 
collaboration. The problem domains that cause increases in costs are supposed to be a 
critical starting point for collaboration action between stakeholders. As previously 
mentioned, this rationale for collaboration could not be addressed by market failure 
theory. 
Organization theory is also useful to understand different types of collaborations, 
such as collaboration within the private sector and collaboration between government 
departments. We can witness diverse kinds of strategic alliances between tourism 
companies to secure their own interests through the cooperative management of 
turbulent situations. Diverse aspects of government's roles that could not be addressed 
by market failure theory can also be explained within the context of organisation 
theory. The role of government in the market should not be confined to that of a 
regulator or a provider of public goods as tools for market correction. Instead, the 
roles of government cover other areas, such as stimulation, coordination, government 
as an entrepreneur and promotion (Hall, 2000), which are not thought to be brought 
about by market failure. 
Organization theory, however, also has a weak point. It seems to be too 
generalised to address diverse aspects of collaboration. It can be noted that many 
collaboration cases have not only different rationales from each other, but also that 
they can change in accordance with an alteration in the political and economical 
situation. The rationale for collaboration, thus, needs to be examined in the context of 
different times and places. Therefore, in order to identify the dynamic aspects of 
rationale for collaboration, this rationale needs to be examined in a historical context. 
3.2.4.2 Historical approach 
Although the theoretical approaches help to understand diverse cross-sectional 
situations where collaboration is necessary, they are not likely to explain why 
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collaboration have been emerging and becoming increasingly common since the 
1970s in Western countries. In order to understand the realistic and dynamic aspects 
of collaboration, therefore, it is necessary to address the rationale for collaboration in 
the historical context. 
Gray (1989) tried to explain why collaboration has been popularised in every 
sector of society, such as business, government, labour, and communities, since the 
1970s by incorporating turbulent situation theory. He argued that collaboration 
emerged as a response to the turbulent situation that resulted from the rapid changes 
and uncertainty of the 1970s and 1980s. Gray (1989) suggested six contextual factors 
that are associated with increased environmental turbulence and are creating powerful 
incentives to collaborate. 
1) Rapid change in the economic environment (e. g., oil crisis and globalisation) and 
technology (e. g., information, communication and biotechnology) increased the need 
for new business or policy strategies. As the ability of a single organisation to cope 
with these changes, however, is limited, collaboration, such as a joint venture, is 
adopted as an effective way to maintain competitive advantage. 
2) Decline in productivity growth and the pressure of foreign competition during the 
mid-1970s and early 1980s not only stimulated alliances among business, but also 
brought about a number of experiments in cooperation between unions and 
management to leverage competitiveness. 
3) Global interdependence, aided by new communications technologies in the 
1980s, has created a fundamentally new pattern of relationships among societies 
across the globe. This change has increased the interdependence of local communities 
on national and international issues and elevated the need for appropriate 
collaboration between countries and multinational businesses to take advantage of 
labour pools and natural resources. 
4) The interdependence of the economic, resource and political sectors resulted in a 
blurring of boundaries between business, labour and government. Government tries to 
intervene in markets to counteract market failure and tackle diverse social problems, 
such as environmental degradation, equitable distribution of wealth and protection of 
labour's rights. Intergovernmental collaboration also prevailed to resolve policy 
disputes and enhance policy decision-making efficiency. 
5) Shrinking federal funds for social programs during the Reagan administration and 
the Thatcher years urged local governments to facilitate public and private sector 
56 
partnerships to leverage private investment. As Fosler and Berger (1982) noted, 
public-private sector partnerships have served as the vehicle for major downtown 
redevelopment efforts in many cities, such as Portland and Dallas in the United States 
in 1980s and Birmingham in the UK. 
6) Due to the limitations of adversarial legal processes to settle conflicts, 
collaboration was introduced as an alternative manner to solve disputes to secure 
more satisfactory outcome. 
Mandell (1999) also noted that as resources became tighter and public programs 
failed to meet expectations in the 1980s, more innovative methods of achieving 
effective policy outcomes were necessary and one of the suggested means was to 
establish network structures in which the public, private, non-profit sectors and 
community members were regarded as equal partners in achieving changes. 
To summarise, the historical rationale for collaboration needs to be interpreted in 
the comprehensive context including political, social and economic changes since 
1980. It also can be noted that as those interpretations above are mainly based on the 
experiences of Western countries, a historical approach to the rationale for 
collaboration in developing or underdeveloped countries needs to be understood in the 
different socioeconomic and political contexts of these countries (de Araujo & 
Bramwell, 2002; Ladkin & Bertramini, 2002). 
, 
3.3 Fragmented nature of tourism and partnership 
Before the relationship between collaboration and sustainable tourism is discussed, it 
is necessary to examine the characteristics of tourism which discriminate it from other 
industries, because those characteristics can not only provide imperative needs for 
collaboration between stakeholders, but they can also be one of the hindering factors 
which make effective partnerships difficult. 
3.3.1 Industrial perspective 
The highly fragmented and diffused nature of the tourism industry has been 
generally recognised as one of its most distinguishing characteristics (Richter 1985; 
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Pearce, 1989; WTO, 1990; Elliot, 1997; Hall, 2000). Tourism still remains a difficult 
concept to define because of its complexity and ambiguity (Lickorish & Jenkins, 
1997). As Elliot (1997) noted, tourism is extremely complex and various principles 
and issues are all intermingled and affect one another; thus all those organisations 
with their own various objectives are interrelated and dependent upon one another to a 
greater or lesser degree. Pearce (1989) pointed out the wide range of goods and 
services provided for tourists in the tourist destination. He grouped them into five 
broad sectors: attractions, transport, accommodations, supporting facilities and 
infrastructure. There is no single tourist product, no one commodity or service, rather 
tourists, when they travel, acquire an experience made up of many different elements. 
Tourism is thus a multi-faceted activity and geographically complex, as different 
services are sought and supplied at different stages in different places from the origin 
to the destination and back. 
Not only does the tourism industry have a fragmented nature, but every element 
in the tourism industry is also highly interdependent -of each other. For example, 
tourist attractions, such as beautiful scenery or famous cultural heritage, are not 
sufficient to attract tourists to a destination, other facilities, such as provision of goods 
and services for tourists, also need to be present so as to attract tourists. Neither can 
the accommodation industry survive without proper support from the transportation 
industry delivering tourists to the destination and the various facilities that give 
tourists pleasure and comfort once they are consumed. Most recently, the modem 
tourism industry has become increasingly dependent on information technology in 
order to provide information to customers and to enhance reservation systems. 
Thus, in order for a tourist destination to attract as many tourists as possible and 
maximise the effects of tourism development, all the fragmented components 
comprising the destination need to be well organised and co-ordinated within the 
context of enhancing destination competitiveness. It can be assumed, therefore, if a 
tourist destination fails to co-ordinate and integrate the diffuse elements in the tourism 
industry, it may not only be unsuccessful in growing into a popular tourist destination, 
but it could also face enter a premature decline stage as in Butler's tourism area cycle. 
As Butler (1980) noted, in order for a tourist destination to be rejuvenated, combined 
efforts between government and private agencies are often necessary. 11at is why 
"integrative tourism planning and development" has been enthusiastically supported 
and recommended by policy makers and academics alike (Inskeep, 1991; Buter, 1999). 
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3.3.2 Political perspective 
As tourism has a fragmented nature, there are diverse stakeholders involved in 
tourism development, they interrelate with each other, and those relationships are 
dynamic. Therefore, it is necessary to view tourism in the context of social and 
political relationships between various stakeholder groups pursing their own goals and 
interests. Cooper (2000) noted that a tourism destination is comprised of a mosaic of 
different groups that have different views and interests. According to Cooper (2000), 
each stakeholder in a tourist destination has a different view of the role and future of 
tourism at the destination, thus tourism policy making can be a political process of 
conflict resolution and consensus where power relationships between stakeholders 
affect the consequences of the process. 
As a result of those aspects of the policy making process, public policies for 
tourism can hardly be neutral, instead they are liable to be affected by different sets of 
values which compete with each other to influence or control the tourism policy 
agenda (Hall & Jenkins, 1995). From a democratic point of view, trying to reflect the 
wide range of stakeholders' interests in the tourism policy can be considered desirable, 
because it is compatible with the basic philosophy of participatory government and 
pluralism. However, competition and conflict amongst stakeholders might also bring 
about problems that need to be overcome to enhance the desirability and legitimacy of 
tourism policy. 
One of the expected problems is clientelism. Clientelism means a political 
tendency whereby government officials or politicians are generally favourable to their 
supporters in making decisions on resource distribution (Healey, 1997). Favours may 
include not merely access to government funds but also favourable decisions on land 
use and environmental regulation. Lindblom (1980) argued that in all market-oriented 
societies, business occupies a privileged position in the public policy process. 
Government leadership may well be strongly influenced by business in order to 
achieve certain public goals. The fostering of the private sector by government can 
inevitably lead to charges of clientelism, the coincidence between policy outcome and 
the interests of key lobbyists. The interests of tourism businesses tend to win 
proportionately in policy debates with other tourism interest groups, because business 
is able to use corporate resources, funds, organisation and access to government to 
argue its case (Hall & Jenkins, 1995). This clientelism can hinder fair trade and the 
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equal distribution of benefits, as it depends on a personal patron-client relationship, 
rather than achieving general policy objectives (Healey, 1997). For example, with 
regard to sustainable tourism, if public policy intended to improve the sustainability of 
tourism development is strongly affected by profit-making tourism business, the 
public policy can be contaminated by private interests. Nevertheless, as Hall and 
Jenkins (1995) pointed out, it is likely that the continued growth of non-producer 
group interest in tourism, represented by public interest groups, consumer groups and 
conservation groups, will lead to reduced business influence in some areas of tourism 
policy making. 
One of the possible ways to overcome this problem of clientalism is to facilitate 
collaboration amongst diverse stakeholders. As Reed (1997) argued, collaboration can 
overcome power imbalances by involving all stakeholders in a process that meets 
their needs. Healey (1997) argued that it is important to promote horizontal forms of 
collaboration, where stakeholders with legitimate and often conflicting interests 
engage in discourse and consensus building in order to get over systematic constraints, 
such as power inequalities and a bias in government towards powerful interest groups. 
Bramwell and Sharman (1998) noted the extent to which the range of participatory 
stakeholders being representative of all relevant stakeholders can be one of the crucial 
indicators to assess whether local collaboration arrangements are successful in 
consensus building. Collaboration among stakeholders who may be affected by 
tourism development is expected to contribute to protect the minority groups' interests, 
and, as a consequence, it can be helpful to achieve an optimum balance of interests, 
which is one of the essential elements for sustainable tourism development. Hall 
(2000) emphasised the important role of networking to make the most of the synergy 
effect of cooperation. Networking refers to a wide range of cooperative behaviour 
between otherwise competing organisations and between organisations linked through 
economic and social relationships and transactions. 
To summarise, the fragmented and diffused nature of the tourism industry 
increases the needs for collaboration between stakeholders in order to enhance the 
competitiveness of tourist products or tourist destination. As previously noted, lack of 
proper collaboration between various stakeholders can bring about inefficiency in 
operations in tourist destinations, as well as failure in meeting the needs of customers, 
and, as a consequence, a community may not be able to sustain its popularity as a 
tourist destination. However, at the same time, this fragmented nature of the tourism 
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industry can also be a barrier to achieving the integration of tourism development 
(Butler, 1999) and effective collaboration between stakeholders (Ladkin & Bertramini, 
2002). From a democratic point of view, collaboration can contribute to overcoming 
power imbalances and inequality in policy by trying to reflect the wide range of 
stakeholders' interests in tourism industry. 
3.4 Collaboration in sustainable tourism 
3A. 1 ne importance of partnenhip for sustainable tomism development 
Collaborations between stakeholders in sustainable tourism are likely to become 
more widespread in both developed and developing countries (WTO, 1997; UN, 2000; 
Jeffries, 2001; Lovelock, 2002). Gunn (1994) noted that for tourism development to 
be implemented smoothly and effectively, new cooperation between related 
organizations or individuals is essential. Goodwin (2000) also emphasised the 
advantages of partnership for sustainable tourism development by realising equitable 
distribution of benefits and conservation of natural heritages. He argued that ensuring 
the greater benefits of conservation to local people requires cooperation between the 
private sector, conservation agencies and local communities in order to achieve 
balanced, diversified and sustainable development. Augustyn also noted that 
"establishment of cooperative links between the community, tourism businesses and 
local authorities, as well as between representatives of the host community and 
national organisations is one of the key issues in developing the future sustainable 
rural tourism" (1998: 206). 
Taking the importance of collaboration for sustainable tourism noted by many 
researchers into account, it is necessary to identify the reasons why organisations need 
to or try to collaborate. Hall (1999) noted that to fulfil the sustainable goal of equity, 
the decision-making processes should be more inclusive of the full range of values, 
opinions and interests that surround tourism development and tourism's overall 
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contribution to development. Inskeep (1991) pointed out the importance of 
collaboration among the various agencies and levels of government, between 
government and the private sector and among private sector enterprises for sustainable 
development, arguing that sustainable tourism development means promoting 
working partnerships among the network of actors and linking scientific research and 
public consultation to decision-making. He also proposed the role of each 
organization to achieve successful partnership. Finally, Robinson (2000) highlighted 
the vital role of stakeholder collaboration in attempting to address the cultural gap, 
which often exists among tourism stakeholders. 
Two of the key issues with regard to sustainable tourism development are 
resource management and environmental planning, which focus on integrated forms 
of resource planning (Haywood, 1988). Integrated tourism planning may be regarded 
as an interactive or collaborative approach that requires participation and interaction 
between various levels of organizations and stakeholders in the planning process to 
realize horizontal and vertical partnerships within the planning process (Hall & 
McArthur, 1998). Hall (1999) argued that the crucial role of collaboration between 
stakeholders is an effective tool for ecosystem management. He claimed that 
ecosystem management is an awareness that resources and processes do not exist in 
isolation, but rather that living things exist in complex, interconnected systems within 
a broad landscape. These interconnected communities of living things, including 
humans, together with the dynamic physical environment are termed an ecosystem. 
Therefore, an ecosystem management approach is essentially collaborative and 
requires the development of partnership with stakeholders, and this partnership should 
be pursued with all major players in each specific ecosystem, including other federal 
agencies, state and local governments, private interests, advocacy and interest groups, 
university and research groups and the general public (Hall, 1999: 279). 
Sustainable development is intrinsically an integrated and holistic concept in 
which diverse dimensions of sustainability (ecological sustainability, economic 
sustainability, intergenerational equity and socio-cultural sustainability) are closely 
linked together (Sofield & Li, 1999). It pursues the realization of a balanced and 
coordinated state of economic value, ecological value and socio-cultural value. 
Therefore, for sustainable tourism to be achieved, all elements have to be dealt with 
simultaneously and from an integrative and holistic standpoint (Butler, 1998). 
Considering the holistic and integrated characteristics of sustainable tourism, it is 
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essential to bring together all the stakeholders, who have not only their own interests 
to pursue, but are also responsible for implementing sustainable tourism, and to 
ensure they collaborate. 
3.4.2. Rationale for sustainable tourism partnership: a theoretical 
approach 
It should be remembered that partnership will be needed to carry out 
many of actions for sustainable tourism. %ile a single organization can 
make significant improvements, the aim of sustainable tourism 
development will only be realised through cooperation between all those 
involved in the tourism industry worldwide. (VMC/WTO/EC, 1997: 
37). 
The theoretical frameworks of the rationale for collaboration previously reviewed 
can be applied equally well to the case of sustainable tourism development. 
First, many issues within sustainable tourism development are related to market 
failure toý a large degree. One of the important objectives of sustainable tourism 
development is to maintain the long-term viability of natural and cultural resources, 
most of which are liable to be subject to overuse and degradation due to 
characteristics as public goods and externalities. As Healy (1994) argued, since 
"common pool" resources, such as scenic and historic landscape, have the free-rider 
problem and are liable to be exploited excessively, public sector involvement as a 
protector of public interests and proper cooperation between the public and private 
sectors is critically needed to ensure sustainability of those resources. Most 
degradation of natural and socio-cultural environments closely relates to externalities 
that tourism has in common with other industries operating in sensitive environments. 
When external diseconomy occurs, markets tend to invest less than the sufficient level 
needed to manage environmental degradation properly. In this case, public/private 
sector partnership normally initiated by government intervention can correct market 
failure and, as a result, can contribute to obtaining the goal of sustainable tourism. 
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Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism in Australia is one example of a 
public and private collaboration initiated by government subsidisation in order to 
deliver strategic knowledge to the tourism industry for sustainable tourism (Lacy & 
Boyd, 2000). Sustainable tourism development also deals with equity issues that mean 
an equal distribution of benefits from tourism development and ensuring the 
opportunity for full participation in all activities and decision-making in a society. 
Government intervenes in the tourism industry in order to secure proper competition 
between tourism businesses because equal distribution of benefits or resources cannot 
be guaranteed without satisfying the condition for perfect competition. There are 
various factors that restrict competition in the market such as monopoly, oligopoly 
and vertical integration (Sinclair & Stabler, 1997). In this case, the role of government 
is to diagnose the degree of market concentration and correct any problems to ensure 
the maximisation of social welfare. If equity or distribution justice is an important 
element for sustainable tourism development, market failure is likely to provide a 
good reason why government should be involved in the tourism industry and why 
proper cooperation between the public and private sector is required. 
Second, partnership between stakeholders for sustainable tourism development 
can be interpreted in the context of organisation theory. The issue of sustainable 
tourism development needs to be seriously addressed and adopted when the number 
of visitors reaches carrying capacity levels and diverse negative impacts on the tourist 
area emerge. This situation can be regarded as a problem domain, a term suggested by 
Trist (1983). As previously mentioned, a problem domain exists when the issues 
involved are too extensive and too multi-sided to be coped with by any single 
organisation. In this situation, collaboration between stakeholders can be proposed as 
the only viable response (Gray, 1985). Sustainable tourism development can be 
considered to have problem domains in terms of following three kinds of 
characteristics suggested by Reed (2000). 
Uncertainty: In the situation when capacity levels for many variables have been 
reached and exceeded, ecological and social systems become dynamic and 
information about their components and interconnections can be limited. In order 
for the proper strategies for sustainable tourism to be established and effectively 
implemented, sufficient and precise information about tourism impacts is critical. 
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However, it is not only hard to assess the impacts of tourism development on the 
tourist area, because they are multi-dimensional (economic, ecological and socio- 
cultural), but it also difficult to identify exactly who is responsible for the 
degradation of environment. The necessary information and research findings 
regarding tourism impact could not be provided or handled by one organisation, 
instead they need to be dealt with in a collaborative manner between diverse 
stakeholders. 
Complexity: As the scale of a tourist destination expands, it is likely that the 
complexity of management situations the destination faces will grow, because the 
substance issues become entangled in a web of biological, physical, political, 
financial and social factors. That is, the number and types of stakeholders, both 
formal and informal contacts between visitors and indigenous people, government 
regulations and legal provisions, and the diversity of tourism related goods and 
services will increase and will also be more and more complicated. Just as in the 
case of environmental impacts, there are a complex array of relationships between 
tourism and components of the natural environment, most of which should be 
dealt with for sustainable tourism development. 
Conflict: As in the case of complexity, the evolution of tourist areas can also bring 
about diverse aspects of conflicts between stakeholders. As Doxey (1976) noted, 
the level of irritation generated by tourism-host contact moves from euphoria to 
antagonism in accordance with the number of visitors and the degree of threats 
which tourists pose to the lifestyles of residents (Mathieson & Wall, 1982). 
Conflicts between government departments within the public sector or between 
tourism businesses within the private sector also grow as the number of 
competitors to secure proper resources increases. For example, in Korea there was 
a conflict between the Ministry of Culture and Tourism (MCT) and the Ministry 
of Agriculture & Forestry (MAF) with regard to establishing a Tourism Complex 
Development Plan in Ilsan, one of the satellite cities of Seoul. MCT initiated this 
plan in order to accommodate more foreign tourists by constructing 20,000 
additional hotel rooms, considering that the number of foreign visitors would not 
be able to grow anymore owing to insufficient hotel rooms. That is, carrying 
capacity in terms of accommodation capability had been reached in the Seoul area. 
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However, the MAF rejected this plan. MAF contended that the land that was to be 
developed according to the Tourism Complex Development Plan had already been 
designated as agricultural land, so hotels could not be built on it. Being worried 
about the decrease of agricultural land, MAF was against the change of land use 
plan. In this case, the conflict between two government departments came from 
the increased demand for land that was caused by growing numbers of visitors and 
residents in the Seoul Metropolitan Area. 
Jarmal and Getz (1995) mentioned emergent tourism settings in which diverse 
interests of numerous organizations are involved and many individuals and 
organisations, act independently, sometimes in conflict with each other. In this 
situation, characterised by uncertainty, complexity and conflicts, "no single 
organisation or individual can exert direct control over the destination's development 
process" (Jarmal & Getz, 1995: 193). Tbus, it can be argued that those conditions 
make collaboration an important element of management alternatives. 
With regard to problem domain as a rationale for collaboration between 
organisations, diminished profits in a single hotel due to poor management may not be 
a problem domain, because this situation can be improved by the hotel's enhanced 
strategic efforts. If the decrease of profits resulted from degradation of the overall 
attractiveness of the destination area, however, it is unlikely that the single hotel could 
improve the situation through its own efforts, as in this case the decrease of profits is 
considered to be the problem domain, which no single organisation can control. 
Sustainable tourism development can also be regarded as the problem domain by 
examining the responsibility of each stakeholder with regard to managing tourism 
impacts on protected areas (WTO, 1998). The WTO suggested diverse possible 
mitigation or corrective actions to manage negative impacts on environmental quality, 
ranging from limiting visitor access to establishing regulations, and none of these can 
be handled by a single organisation. Instead collaborative efforts by all the related 
stakeholders is critically necessary. For example, in order to increase the availability 
of public transportation to avoid overcrowding in tourist area: 
m Local authority needs to establish relevant legal provisions and provide the 
infrastructure needed; 
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n Transportation companies need to provide sufficient services to meet the needs of 
visitors; and 
Hoteliers need to try to encourage customers to use public transportation by 
providing incentives. 
If collaborative actions by these stakeholders are not performed properly, however, 
overcrowding (the problem domain) would not be handled effectively. 
Parker (2000) tries to explain the rationale for collaboration in sustainable tourism 
in terms of shifting relationships between two interests, promotion of tourism and 
promotion of conservation, in a developing tourist destination. The first stage is 
coexistence, which would be quite widespread in the early days of development. 
Initially, a great deal of growth can take place before carrying capacity problems 
become obvious to stakeholders 'in tourist area. Tourism operators, hoteliers, 
conservation officials and others can afford to minimise their interactions, because 
initially their levels of perceived mutual threat and mutual interdependence are low. 
At this stage, tourism externalities are relatively small, and thus calls for government 
intervention as a regulator are minimal. However, as the number of tourist arrivals 
begins to accelerate and reaches the level of carrying capacity, noticeable environment 
degradation frequently sets in, as does host-community opposition. Ecological and 
social limits may soon be reached and easy coexistence is then replaced by growing 
conflict. The externalities generated during this phase gradually become unacceptable 
to resource managers and various forms of mitigation are introduced. There is a 
growing need for government involvement as a regulator. At this stage, the 
probabilities of conflict between conservation and promotion are higher than in the 
previous stage, and, as a consequence, the tourist destination faces a new challenge to 
overcome in order to secure sustainability in tourism development. This is a juncture 
at which collaboration may become a much valued tool to achieve take-off to the next 
stage which is symbiosis (Parker, 2000). When symbiosis does occur, the presence 
and growth of tourism can generate additional profits that may be utilized for 
conservation purposes, which can be called the synergetic effect. If this stage happens, 
the simultaneous pursuit of both tourism and conservation may help to assure the 
sustainability of both the industry and the resource base on which it depends. 
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Parker's argument on the rationale for collaboration between tourism interests and 
conservation interests can be applied to Butler's resort cycle model as shown in 
Figure 3.2. 
Fiaure3.2: Relationships between resort evcle and collaboration 
ivenation 
Adapted from Butler (1980) and Parker (2000) 
The first three stages from exploration to development in Butler's model can be 
matched with the coexistence stage, where the number of tourists does not reach the 
critical range of carrying capacity. At this stage, as Parker (2000) mentioned, it is 
unlikely that there will be feelings of threat or conflict among stakeholders with 
regard to sharing tourism resources. However, as tourist arrivals begin to increase and 
reach the critical range of carrying capacity, tension and conflicts between 
stakeholders over securing the necessary and appropriate amount of tourism resources 
can be expected to rise. Thus, the consolidation and stagnation stages in the resort 
cycle model can be matched with the conflict stage in Parker's argument. At this stage, 
how to manage growing conflict and resentment through concerted collaboration 
between stakeholders can be considered to be a critical factor for the destination, 
perhaps determining whether it will jump up to a new era of rejuvenation or to face a 
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Coexistence Conflict Symbiosis'l-illle 
decline stage. A continuous evolution of a tourist destination, therefore, depends on 
the appropriate development of partnership amongst stakeholders. Parker's (2000) 
model, however, has a limitation to explain why government public and private sector 
partnerships can also occur from an early stage of tourism development in ensure 
long-term sustainability. Although too often government has been accepted or 
involved when problems emerge, many governments begin to appreciate that those 
problems can be avoided by establishing partnerships fiýorn the planning stage (Garrod, 
2003). 
The rationale for collaboration for sustainable tourism development can also be 
explained in terms of the historically changing role of government illustrated by 
actions such as privatisation and deregulation that began in Western countries in the 
1970s. As Hall (1999) noted, the reduction in the role of government, cutting down 
the budget and deregulation brought about an unequal dispersal of power and led to 
unsustainable development in the 1980s and 1990s. Hence, the need for proactive 
roles by governments has grown, and, accordingly, collaboration between 
stakeholders, which is normally initiated by the public sector, has been established to 
ensure sustainability in tourism development. As previously noted, this point of view 
as a rationale for collaboration in sustainable tourism development reflects the 
important role of the public sector as a protector of public interests and sustainability 
in tourism development. 
From a different point of view, however, the changing political-economic 
atmosphere also seems to facilitate the collaboration between the public and the 
private sectors for sustainable tourism development in a different way. As in the case 
study by Lovelock (2001), extensive government downsizing and reorganisation in 
Canada in 1993 to reduce Canada's substantial federal deficit brought about a cut in 
government financing to Parks Canada. This change of funding for Parks Canada and, 
hence, increased reliance on self-generated revenue, led to increased inter- 
organisational relationships with other organisations such as the Canadian Tourism 
Commission (CTC), which were helpful to generate revenue for the survival of Parks 
Canada by sharing expertise and resources. That is to say, Parks Canada relies on the 
marketing skills of organisations such as the CTC to ensure that it meets its increasing 
revenue target, which will enable it to perform properly the role of securing the 
sustainability of Canada's national parks. This point of view concerns the public 
sector's increasing need for collaboration with the private sector so as to secure 
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appropriate budgets for a sustainable tourism policy. On the other hand, the first point 
of view based on Hall's argument concerns the need for more proactive roles for the 
public sector to secure sustainability in tourism development. Although there is a 
difference between the two points of views addressing the rationale for collaboration 
for sustainable tourism development, it can be noted that both of them can explain the 
growing need for collaboration in sustainable tourism development in the context of 
the changing roles of government. 
3.4.3. Community participation as a critical element of collaboration 
for sustainable tourism 
Although community can be regarded as just one element among diverse stakeholder 
groups, community participation in tourism development is central to any argument 
about collaboration for sustainable tourism (Peirce et al, 1996; Tosun, 2000). 
Two reasons for this can be noted. First, a concern with the well-being of 
communities is one of the major aims which sustainable tourism pursues. In other 
words, sustainable tourism fundamentally embraces the need for community 
participation. For example, equal distribution of benefits from tourism development 
and preservation of indigenous cultures and natural resources, which are considered as 
basic objectives of sustainable tourism, are closely related to community issues. As 
previously' discussed, community participation has been suggested as a supreme 
principle of sustainable tourism by most international organisations and academics 
(Bramwell et al, 1996; WTO, 1998; UN, 2000). Garrod (2003) noted that progress 
towards more sustainable outcomes is most likely to come about when community 
residents can participate in and have control over the tourism development process. 
Second, community participation is one of the major elements needed to evaluate 
successful collaboration for sustainable tourism, because most collaborative initiatives 
for sustainable tourism are implemented at the destination level, so without the 
constant commitment of community residents those efforts cannot be secured 
(Simpson, 2001). 
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Timothy (1999) pointed out two aspects of community participation with regard to 
participatory tourism planning. One is involving locals in decision making to 
determine their hopes and concerns for tourism, and the other is involving locals in 
the benefits of tourism by increasing incomes and employment. These two aspects are 
interrelated, because, if community residents are to benefits from tourism, they must 
also be given opportunities to participate in the decision making process to express 
their goals and desires for tourism. 
Sofield (2003) highlighted the need for community empowerment for the success 
of sustainable tourism. According to him, the future of tourism destinations should be 
decided by local residents themselves, and, to do so, a degree of real power needs to 
reside with the host community. He also argued that "empowerment for communities 
will require environmental or institutional change to allow a genuine relocation of 
power to ensure appropriate changes in the asymmetrical relationship of the 
community to wider society" (2003: 346). 
Based on the comments above, the benefits of community participation for 
sustainable tourism can be shown as follows: 
" Increasing project efficiency by consulting with local people and involving 
them in the project's implementation; 
" Increasing project effectiveness to meet the needs of community residents; 
" Building capacity among beneficiaries to understand what sustainable tourism 
is; 
" Increasing local empowerment, which is compatible with the idea of 
democracy; and 
" Reducing governmental expenditure by sharing costs with the local 
beneficiaries. 
Despite the various advantages of community participation for successful 
sustainable tourism partnerships, examples of successful implementation of this are 
rare because of some disadvantages and limitations. First, as Swarbrooke (1999) 
argued, involving the local community not only can lengthen the period of time 
needed to carry out the projects, but also provide local residents with opportunities to 
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deny people from outside the area access to employment and leisure opportunities. 
However, these disadvantages are not supposed to be essential to legitimise giving up 
community participation. In practical terms, it would be more proper to address the 
limitations of achieving effective community participation in the tourism development. 
Second, there are internal limitations which come from communities themselves: poor 
economic conditions, lack of understanding, time constraints and limited access to 
information about the process have A been suggested as limitations (Timothy, 1999; 
Jamal & Getz, 2000; Garrod, 2003). Altman (1989) also suggested the problematic 
situation, which community residents face with regard to trade-offs between tourism 
growth and socio-cultural and environmental costs, as another limitation. Third, with 
regard to external limitations, Timothy (1999) noted that lack of expertise of tourism 
planning officials makes community involvement difficult. In addition to the lack of 
expertise and techniques to deal with community participation, Reed (1997) argued 
that the conventional power elite's traditionally negative attitudes towards 
empowerment for a community can hinder community participation because it can 
bring about a change in the power structure. In terms of tactical problems, Getz and 
Jarmal (1994) questioned the possibility of representing the silent majority of the 
community in the process of tourism development because of the power of the visible 
minority. 
Although community participation has powerful legitimacy with regard to 
sustainable tourism and should be a major issue of collaboration, various internal and 
external limitations impede substantial local involvement in tourism development in 
many cases. Nonetheless, local community involvement in tourism development 
needs to be regarded as an imperative for sustainable tourism and effective ways to 
overcome those limitations need to be found. 
72 
3.5 Conclusions 
With regard to a definition of the term collaboration, four elements, "problem 
domain", "autonomous", "goal attainment", and "rules and norms" were suggested to 
conceptualise it. This chapter also reviewed diverse ways to classify the types of 
collaboration. The term collaboration in this research will be based on Gary's (1989) 
definition and classification, which captures diverse facets and dynamics of 
collaboration. 
This chapter also critically reviewed the fragmented nature of the tourism industry 
to highlight the need for collaboration between stakeholders not only to enhance the 
competitiveness of tourist destinations but also to overcome power imbalances. 
With regard to rationale for collaboration in sustainable tourism, two theories 
(economic theory and organisational theory) and a historical approach were 
incorporated to address diverse aspects of the rationale. As previously noted, the two 
theories both have strong points and weak points to account for the reason why 
organisations collaborate. In order to understand the rationale for collaboration 
between the public and private sectors and the conventional roles of government in 
collaboration, a market failure theory can be useful. The market failure theory can 
also be useful in understanding collaboration in sustainable tourism development, 
because many issues in sustainable tourism are related to market failure, such as 
environmental degradation and unequal distribution of profits. The role of government 
as a protector of the public interest in the process of collaboration can be addressed 
within the context of market failure theory. 
On the other hand, in order to understand collaboration between organisations 
within the private sector or between government departments, the term problem 
domain, based on inter-organisation theory, can be incorporated to address diverse 
rationales for collaboration. Taking into account the fact that organisation theory can 
be more broadly applied to understanding why organisations collaborate with one 
another, collaboration for sustainable tourism can also be understood in the context of 
inter-organisational relationships. However, both of the two theories share some weak 
points. That is, they have limitations in accounting for the reasons why the demand 
for collaboration has increased over the last two decades. These dynamic aspects of 
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collaboration in sustainable tourism development need to be examined in the context 
of historical changes in the political and economic atmosphere. As previously noted, 
privatisation and the reduced scale of governments and budgets affected the need for 
collaboration in two ways. One is that, as a consequence of budget cuts, the public 
sector had to find new ways to ensure sufficient investment funds, resulting in 
collaboration with the private sector. Collaboration with the private sector enables 
government not only to secure the required money to implement public policy, but 
also to enhance efficiency in the government administration process. However, 
privatisation and commercialisation can also bring about social problems at the same 
time. As Hall (1997) noted, a democratic deficit originated from privatisation and 
relinquishment of government's conventional roles, which led to unsustainable 
development. These trends highlight the need to see partnership and collaboration 
within the context of the public interest as opposed to market interests. In order to 
understand the increasing needs for collaboration in sustainable tourism development, 
both of these points of view need to be incorporated. 
Consequently, in order to understand the complex and dynamic aspects of the 
rationale for collaboration in sustainable tourism development, it is necessary to apply 
the previously reviewed perspectives (two theories, historical context and specific 
characteristics of tourism industry) together in order to complement each approach's 
weak points. 
This chapter has focused mainly on the reason for collaboration in sustainable 
tourism and on connecting two broad concepts (collaboration and sustainable tourism). 
Having done this, it is important to move on to questions such as whether partnerships 
in sustainable tourism are really happening in the real world, how successful they are, 
and why has it proved hard to achieve effective collaboration? These issues will be 
discussed in the next chapter. 
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Chapter IV. - Success factors and barriers to 
effective collaboration 
4.1 Introduction 
As noted in the previous chapter, the success of sustainable tourism depends greatly 
on effective collaboration between stakeholders. Despite the importance of 
collaboration, however, it is unlikely that securing good relationships between 
stakeholders can be easily achieved, because partnerships face a myriad of challenges 
along their respective paths to collaboration (Grubbs, 2000). Jackson (1991) 
highlighted the difficulties in achieving effective public/private sector partnerships in 
tourism planning by showing the vicious cycle of relationships between the two 
sectors. 
Nevertheless, effective partnerships can be obtained if the factors that affect the 
success of partnerships are well identified and managed. There have been plenty of 
studies to identify success factors associated with partnerships in the tourism field 
(Waddock & Bannister, 1991; Turner, 1992; Selin & Myers, 1998; Augustyn & 
Knowles, 2000). Other studies also have tried to investigate constraining factors, 
which are supposed to hinder proper collaboration between stakeholders (Gray, 1989; 
Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; Makopondo, 2003). 
In this chapter, the concept of effective collaboration will be established first, 
because the scope of factors of effective collaboration may depend on how the 
meaning of effectiveness is conceptualised. 
Factors facilitating collaboration and barriers preventing its effectiveness will be 
reviewed based on previous research. To highlight the difficult aspects of 
collaboration in sustainable tourism, intrinsic attributes of sustainable tourism, which 
are supposed to bring about more barriers or exacerbate the degree of hindrance to 
collaboration, will be discussed in the last section. 
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4.2 Conceptual isation of effective collaboration 
Although many academic reports have tried to identify critical factors for the 
effectiveness of collaboration (Selin et al, 2000; Selin & Myers, 1998; Waddock & 
Bannister, 1991) or successful collaboration (Selin & Chavez, 1994; Turner, 1991), 
few of them have attempted to define what effective collaboration actually means. It 
seems to be difficult to identify the meaning of effective collaboration, because there 
is little consensus on how to conceptualise it due to its comprehensiveness and value- 
based characteristics (Sekaran, 2000). Nonetheless, considering the fact that a proper 
definition of effective collaboration can be a critical element to find out factors that 
can contribute to or hinder effective partnership, it is necessary to make an effort to 
define the meaning of "effectiveness" first, in spite of its difficulty. As there seems to 
have been no attempt to define effective collaboration, it is necessary to refer to the 
literature on the conceptualisation of organisational effectiveness in the organisation 
theory literature, from which the meaning of effective collaboration can be inferred. 
It is generally accepted by organisation theorists that the concept of organisation 
effectiveness was introduced in 1938 by Barnard, who viewed effectiveness in terms 
of goal attainment (Lee, 1986). After Barnard, diverse alternative models have been 
suggested to define and measure organisation effectiveness. These efforts can be 
broadly grouped into three categories (Zammuto, 1984; Bae, 1986; Kim, 1990). The 
first approach is the goal-attainment model. This approach is based on the idea that 
any organisation has one or multiple goals to a: chieve, so organisational effectiveness 
is evaluated by the degree of goal attainment. The second approach is the system 
resource model, which regards organisation as an open system. It emphasises the 
maintenance and survival of the system in the environment. Yuchtman and Seahore 
(1967) defined effectiveness of an organisation as the "ability to exploit its 
environment in the acquisition of scarce and valued resources to sustain its 
functioning" (cited in Hall, 1996: 259). Therefore, organisational effectiveness is 
evaluated by the ability to acquire resources, optimal allocation of resources and 
adaptability. The third approach is the multiple-constituencies approach, which 
emphasises preferences and values of internal and external constituencies. This 
approach views organisation as a negotiated interactive system, which is a kind of 
apparatus serving the needs of each constituency. Therefore, organisational 
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effectiveness in this approach can be evaluated in terms of the satisfaction of each 
constituency. That is, if participants in an organisation have a high degree of 
satisfaction and motives, this organisation's effectiveness will be high. In the context 
of this model, organisational success was not viewed in terms of goals achieved, but 
rather through its capacity to ensure enough satisfaction of the members by providing 
sufficient rewards or incentives (Georgiou, 1973). This approach also focuses on the 
importance of equal opportunity of participation given to constituencies and to the 
democratic decision making process. 
Hall (1996) suggested four models of organisational effectiveness: the system- 
resource model, goal model, the participant satisfaction approach and social-function 
model. Hall's models do not seem to be very different from the three models reviewed 
above except for the addition of the social-function model. The social-function model 
is based on the issue of what organisations do to or for the society of which they are a 
part (Hall, 1996). Based on Parson's (1951) analysis of organisations, all 
organisations have to contribute to solve at least one of four basic problems 
(adaptation, goal achievement, integration and latency). Thus, in one sense, 
effectiveness can be conceptualised on the basis of how well these problems are 
solved. Parson's approach, however, is criticised as being extremely abstract and only 
a theoretical framework that is, thus, unable to be substantiated (Hall, 1996). This 
model can also be treated as just a part of the system resource approach that regards 
organisation as an open system and focuses on the relationships between the 
organisation and the environment. 
Although, at least chronologically, organisational effectiveness theories have 
been developed from the goal-attainment model to the multiple-constituencies model, 
each of these three approaches has weak points as well as strong points. 
The goal attainment model seems to be superior to the system-resource model in 
terms of simplicity and clearness in defining effectiveness. It seems that most studies 
relating to effectiveness in tourism understand effectiveness in terms of outputs or a 
goal achievement, as in the case of goal model (McWilliams & Crompton, 1997; 
Tierney, 2000; Plaza, 2000; Kang et al, 2005). For example, Tubb (2003) evaluated 
the effectiveness of interpretation in reaching the goals of sustainable tourism 
development by assessing knowledge gain, attitude change and visitors' behaviour 
modification, which occurred as a result of interpretation. In Tubb's research, 
effectiveness means how much interpretation affects the change of visitor's attitudes 
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and behaviours positively to be able to contribute to sustainable tourism. Kang et al 
(2005) also attempted to investigate the effectiveness of service management in airline 
companies in terms of market share and profitability. The goal attainment model, 
however, also has some drawbacks. Firstly, as many theorists have already pointed 
out, this approach views organisation as a closed system that has no relationships with 
other environmental elements. Secondly, as organisation has multiple goals and these 
goals may be contradictory and shift, it is not easy to measure the extent to which the 
goal has been achieved. Thirdly, as this approach mainly focuses on the final products 
of the organisation, it cannot deal with the comprehensive nature of organisational 
effectiveness. 
Although the multiple-constituencies approach has been welcomed by many 
theorists as an alternative model (Wagner & Schneider, 1987), this approach also has 
some limitations. For example, as constituencies in the organis. ation are not stable but 
always changing and so are their preferences and values, it is hard to evaluate them. 
Hall (1996) argued that organisational effectiveness as a concept is a truly 
multifaceted phenomenon and contains contradictions, so it is hard to define this 
concept clearly and find proper measures compatible to each other. Nonetheless, it 
could be still meaningful to find possible ways to define and assess organisational 
effectiveness by integrating these three models. A useful framework for assessing 
organisational effectiveness was suggested by Redshaw (2000) in research on 
measuring organisational effectiveness with regard to training interventions. In this 
research, Redshaw divided the evaluation criteria into four main categories: 
1) Achieving goals; 
2) Increasing resourcefulness; 
3) Satisfying clients; and 
4) Improving internal processes. 
These four categories seem to be closely related to the three models regarding 
organisational effectiveness suggested by Hall (1996). Achieving goals are compatible 
with a goal-attainment model, increasing resourcefulness and improving internal 
processes with a system-resource model, and satisfying clients with a multiple- 
constituencies model. Redshaw's approach, therefore, can be regarded as a 
comprehensive model in which diverse facets of effectiveness are integrated, and this 
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comprehensive model can be used to conceptualize the meaning of effective 
collaboration by applying it to collaboration studies. Based on Redshaw's integrative 
model, it can be inferred that in order for collaboration to be effective the following 
conditions need to be met. First, collaboration should be able to acquire the necessary 
and critical resources from the environment, from the material ones, such as money 
and information, to nomnatenal ones, such as constant commitment from partners. 
Second, collaboration should be able to deal with internal strain to run the 
collaboration smoothly and to ensure a high level of motivation and satisfaction of 
participants. Third, collaboration should also be able to contribute to achieving goals. 
In order to conceptualize the effectiveness of collaboration in the context of 
sustainable tourism, these three conditions can be applied. That is, effective 
collaboration in sustainable tourism is collaboration which: 
Is able to acquire the necessary and critical resources for tourism, such as time, 
expertise and money, not only from the environment, but also from 
participants; 
Is able to ensure a high level of motivation and satisfaction of participants in 
association with efficient process; and 
As a consequence, is able to contribute to the achievement of sustainability in 
tourism development. 
Although these three conditions for effective collaboration are based on three 
different paradigms, they seem to be closely inter-related to one another. In order to 
achieve the goal of collaboration, collaboration not only needs to be able to acquire 
the necessary resources, but it also needs to be able to deal with internal strain in order 
to run the collaboration smoothly and to ensure a high level of motivation from the 
participants. When the goal of the partnership is achieved, it can in turn increase the 
satisfaction level of partners and bring about a high level of commitment from 
partners, which positively affects the resourcefulness and internal process of the 
partnership. These relationships are shown in Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1: Relationships between the elements of effective collaboration 
Increasing 
resourcefulness 
Improvement of 
internal process 
Goal attainment -10. Partner satisfaction 
Adapted from Hall (1996) and Redshaw (2000) 
4.3 Critical factors for effective collaboration in tourism 
For the last two decades, many studies been conducted to identify factors which affect 
effective collaboration in tourism. However, many of these studies seem to owe their 
ideas to Gray's framework. Gray (1985) suggested diverse factors that facilitate 
effective collaboration in accordance with the sequential phases of the collaborative 
process: problem setting, direction setting and structuring. Although these factors are 
conditions that facilitate inter-organisational relationships, they can also be regarded 
as factors that affect effective collaboration. 
With regard to problem setting: 
1) Stakeholders in the problem domain need to be identified and well-defined; 
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2) Stakeholders need to believe that collaboration will produce positive 
outcomes; 
3) There should be a certain degree of interdependence perceived by 
stakeholders; 
4) Stakeholders need to have legitimacy which means perceived right and 
capacity to participate; and 
5) There should be a proper convenor who possesses legitimate authority and 
appreciative skills. 
In the direction setting phase: 
1) There needs to be a coincidence in values among stakeholders, which means 
collaboration should be based on some degree of agreement about the roots of 
the problem and the directions for solving it; and 
2) A sufficient distribution of power is necessary to ensure that all stakeholders 
can influence the direction-setting. 
With regard to the structure phase: 
1) Stakeholders need to perceive that continued dependence upon each other is 
necessary to obtain their goals of participation; 
2) Coupled with other conditions, such as balance of power and mandate 
(external power), can provide a structural framework for ongoing 
collaboration; 
3) If necessary, power and responsibility need to be reallocated through 
negotiation among all stakeholders; 
4) Collaboration is positively enhanced by the physical proximity of the 
stakeholders; and 
5) The stakeholders need to retain collaboration ability to positively manage 
changes in their contextual environment. 
Gray's study has a strong argument in that it covers a wide range of factors for 
effective collaboration, because those factors are based on the overall processes of 
collaboration. However, this study also has some limitations. First, although Gray's 
study takes three phases of collaboration into account, other phases, such as 
antecedents of collaboration and outcomes of it, could also be considered (Selin & 
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Chavez, 1995). In this case, constant monitoring and feedback can additionally be 
suggested as factors. Second, Gray's study omits some important factors, such as trust 
and administrative support, which have been suggested by many other researchers. 
Third, although Gray's study can be applied to a tourism area, these factors need to be 
reconsidered in the context of tourism. Considering the fragmented nature of tourism 
and its complicated relations with external socio-economic and political environments, 
the need for identifying factors in the context of tourism can be more essential (de 
Araujo & Bramwell, 2002). 
Table 4.1 summarises diverse studies on the factors affecting effective collaboration 
in tourism. 
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Selin and Chavez (1994) tried to identified common characteristics of successful 
partnerships by examining three successful partnerships: 
*A community project in Eagle, Colorado to construct a regional visitor 
information centre; 
A state-wide effort in Utah to develop an integrated scenic byway system; and 
A community effort in St. Maries, Idaho to interpret the logging history of the 
region. 
Based on these three case studies, they identified 16 common characteristics, and 
then categorised them into four sections. Table 4.2 presents these. 
Table 4.2: Characteristics of effective collaboration 
Personal Characteristics Interpersonal 
" Right mix of people Characteristics 
" Strong leadership 9 Communication 
" Propensity for risk-taking 9 Trust 
" Community spirit 9 Shared vision 
* Mutual adjustment 
Organizational Operational 
Characteristics Characteristics 
Administrative support * Written plan 
Flexible protocols * Meeting environment 
Staff continuity o Cooperative agreement 
Mediator role * Set new goals 
Source: Selin and Chavez (1994) 
There are two advantages of the Selin and Chavez research into success factors for 
tourism development. First, as these factors are extracted from successful case studies, 
they are more realistic and thus more applicable- to the real world. Second, those 
factors are categorised on the basis of similar characteristics, so it could be helpful to 
understand the factors more systematically. There are plenty of factors affecting the 
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success of collaborations and also are there 'complex relationships between those 
factors. Furthermore, the types of factors and the extent to which each factor affects 
the partnership can be different from one another in accordance with types, scales and 
characteristics of collaborations. For example, if the scale of collaboration is big and 
thus there is a wide range of stakeholders, the existence of a convenor and a co- 
ordination mechanism can be considered to be more important. Again, if a partnership 
needs consistent and long-term collaboration between stakeholders, constant feedback 
needs to be fulfilled in order to avoid an incomplete end to the partnership. 
Despite the limitations to identifying proper- factors for successful collaboration 
that are applicable to a wide range of situations, based on the previous reviewed 
research results, success factors that are supposed to be common to each case and 
specifically relevant to partnership for tourism development can be suggested. These 
factors also will be categorised into three levels: personal level, interpersonal level 
and organizational level. This categorisation is essentially based on Selin and 
Chavez's (1994) study, but operational characteristics in their study will be excluded 
in this research, since operational characteristics can be included as factors at the 
organizational level. 
Personal level: 
1) Recognition of interdependence: Recognition of interdependence by individual 
persons or organisations, is an important element to motivate the participation. 
2) Recognition of mutual benefits: Relevant stakeholders need to recognise there are 
positive benefits to entice their participation. For example, managers in tourism 
businesses may be encouraged to collaborate if it offers them the prospect of 
greater influence on decision-making, additional resources for their objectives or 
improvements to destination management (Bramwell & Sharman, 1998). 
3) Degee of ageement on objective: The- ageement on the objective, of the 
collaboration is crucial to avoid derailment of the project and conflicts between 
partners. 
1"', 4) Belief that decisions will be implemented: In order to ensure constant commitment 
and substantial support from participants, they need to have confidence in the 
possibilities that the project will be implemented. 
Strong leadership: Strong leadership has been suggested as an important factor for 
partnership success in several previous studies (Gray, 1985; Waddock, 1991; Selin 
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& Chavez, 1994). According to Gray (1985), successful collaboration between 
organizations will only occur when leaders have legitimate authority and 
appreciate the potential for mutual exchange. 
These personal level factors are supposed to significantly affect the success of 
partnerships by guaranteeing substantial commitment from stakeholders in a 
collaboration. The commitment of individual persons or organizations can be regarded 
as a mediating variable connecting personal factors and successful partnership. 
Interpersonal level: 
1) Trust: Trust has been suggested as a critical factor for the success of a 
collaboration by many authors (Waddock & Bannister, 1991; Selin & Chvez, 
1994; Huxham, 2003). Lowndes and Skelcher (1998) argued that when there is 
greater trust between actors, a wider group of individuals tends to be involved, 
allowing for a greater variety of inputs, a more sufficient use of resources and a 
broader sense of ownership. Child and Faukner (1998) also noted that increased 
trust between partners can reduce bounded rationality and opportunism and so 
reduce transaction cost. In other words, trust between partners should make them 
more willing to share information and resources. 
2) Good communication: Good communication is important not only to build trust 
and shared vision between partners, but also to facilitate the exchange of 
information. 
3) Mechanisms for co-ordination: Different opinions and/or conflicts between 
partners are inevitable. However, if there is a proper co-ordination mechanism, the 
cost increases of unproductive conflicts and duplication of efforts can be avoided. 
4) Shared vision: The ability of the group to develop a shared vision of the 
partnership early in its development can be noted as a prerequisite of success. The 
shared vision can bring about concerted actions among stakeholders. 
5) The existence of a convenor: Wood and Gray (1991) pointed out that the presence 
of a convenor is critical to facilitate the formation of an alliance. The role of a 
convenor includes the establishing, legitimizing and guidance of the collaborative 
alliance. According to Gray (1989), a convenor needs to: have convening power, 
hold legitimacy among stakeholders, be unbiased, appreciate the potential value of 
collaborating and have the ability to identify all relevant stakeholders. 
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The factors at the inter-organizational level can affect the success of collaboration via 
reciprocal trust, which can be thought to be a mediating variable. 
Organizational level: 
1) Clear and formulated objective of partnership: There must be clearly defined and 
officialised objectives of a partnership in order for the partnership not to be 
affected by political fluctuation (Jamal & Getz, 1995). Clear objectives can also 
be helpful to facilitate consensus and secure consistent development of 
collaboration. 
2) Administrative support (i. e., legal provision, official body or competent staffs): 
Collaboration is a sort of organization management. Thus, without proper 
administrative support, the partnership cannot be managed successfully. Gray 
(1985) also emphasized the importance of institutionalisation to ensure persistent 
collaboration. According to Selin and Myers's (1998) case study of CURES, 
administrative support was revealed to be the strongest correlate of partnership 
effectiveness. 
3) Inclusion of key stakeholders who retain power to make decisions: Inclusion of 
key stakeholders in the collaboration process is critical for a successful Partnership 
in terms of the following two aspects. If key stakeholders are involved, firstly, 
collaboration can be effectively- implemented, because key stakeholders are able to 
mobilise important resources and induce active support from represented groups. 
Secondly, resistance from the outside can be minimized because most of the 
powerful stakeholders have already joined the collaboration process. 
4) Clearly defined and specified roles and responsibilities of stakeholders: In order to 
avoid confusion and inefficiency, the roles and responsibilities of individual 
partners need to be clearly defined and allocated. As Augustyn and Knowles 
(2000) noted, each partner has a role to play according to the knowledge and 
expertise they possess; otherwise, it would be difficult to encourage stakeholders 
to feel a sense of duty. Existence of a clear role can also be useful to assess the 
task fulfilment performed by each partner. 
5) Constant feedback: As the WTO (2000) indicated, in order to sustain the 
partnerships, constant feedback is necessary. Monitoring systems, therefore, need 
to be developed. 
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4.4 Barriers to effective collaboration in tourism 
It seems that most studies have tried to identify factors that facilitate effective 
collaboration rather than barriers to it. One of the reasons for this is because success 
factors can be converted into constraining factors, in a case where they are not 
favourable for collaboration. For example, if there is no recognition of mutual benefit 
amongst participants or if there is poor leadership, the collaborative process could fail 
to ensure sufficient commitment from stakeholders, which could bring about an 
unsuccessful partnership. Thus, constraining factors for successful partnerships can be 
found by addressing the negative side of each success factor previously identified. 
Nonetheless, some of the hindering factors can be found regardless of those successful 
factors. Thus, it is worthwhile to review previous studies that have suggested barriers 
to effective collaboration. 
As in the case of success factors, many studies on the barriers to effective 
collaboration also owe many of their ideas to Gray's (1989) study. Gray suggested the 
following obstacles to collaboration, trying to explain the reasons why collaborative 
attempts fall short of the ideal or are never even initiated. 
* Institutional disincentives 
e Historical and ideological barriers 
" Power disparities 
" Societal-level dynamics creating obstacles to collaboration 
" Differing perceptions of risk 
" Technical complexity 
" Political and institutional cultures 
These obstacles suggested by Gray show a wide range of barriers that hinder good 
inter-organisational relationships, and these barriers can be applied to -tourism 
partnership studies. Nevertheless, it is also useful to examine the hindering factors in 
the context of tourism, because tourism has some characteristics that make it different 
from other industries. 
Selin's (1993) study is helpful to understand barriers to effective collaboration in 
the context of the fragmented nature of tourism. She suggested a number of structural 
and situational factors that constrain effective collaboration between tourism suppliers 
and planners, and the following constraints are some of those: 
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Geographic and organisational fragmentation of tourism industry 
Long chain of distribution systems 
Jurisdictional boundaries 
Ideological differences 
It can be noted that these four constraints relate specifically to the fragmented nature 
of the tourism industry, which makes collaborative activities difficult. The fact that 
tourists purchase a wide array of goods and services makes it difficult for any- 
individual tourism business to capture a controlling share of the market. This has led 
to organizational fragmentation within the tourism industry and brought about the lack 
of communication between these fragmented tourism sectors. The fragmented nature 
of tourism businesses is also reflected in the diverse public agencies involved, each of 
which views its roles as narrowly based in its own interest group. These jurisdictional 
constraints often hamper integrated tourism planning and collaboration. In addition, 
ideological differences between these agencies often lead to polarised views and 
antagonism rather than collaboration. 
Butler (1999b) tried to explain reasons why integrating tourism development is 
hard to achieve in practice by presenting several hindering factors. They are lack of 
equality (e. g., imbalanced power between local communities and higher level of 
government); lack of desire to sustain integration in the long-term perspective, lack of 
appreciation that tourism is an industry with global links; dependencies and 
relationships; lack of mechanism to integrate fragmented parts of tourism, such as 
agencies to control the industry and regulation; and lack of data and knowledge to 
support integrated decision making. These limitations have meaningful implications, 
because they are generalised barriers based on a rich experience of studies on tourism 
development, rather than on limited case studies. However, this paper focused mainly 
on the integration of local communities into, tourism. development, rather than on 
collaboration between stakeholder groups. 
Tosun (1999) also tried to identify barriers to effective collaboration in terms of 
limitations to community participation. He divided those limitations into three groups: 
limitations at the operational level, structural limitations and cultural limitations. 
Those barriers are shown in the Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3: Barriers to community participation 
Level Barriers 
Operational level Centralisation of public administration of tourism 
Lack of coordination within highly fragmented tourism 
industry 
Lack of information 
Structural limitations * Attitudes of professionals 
Lack of expertise 
Elite domination 
Lack of appropriate legal system 
Lack of trained human resources 
Relatively high cost of community participation 
Lack of fmancial resources 
Cultural limitations * Limited capacity of poor people 
e Apathy and low level of awareness in the local 
community 
Source: Tosun (1999) 
Tosun's study intends to show the limitations of community participation more 
systematically by categorising them. However, like Butler's case, he did not consider 
the dynamic relationships between diverse stakeholders. 
In terms of institutional barriers, Parker (2000) suggested "lack of durable 
framework" as another hindering factor to successful partnerships. In his case study of 
Bonaire island, he criticised the collaboration process in Bonarie as decentralised, its 
communications process informal and the fact that it relied on ad hoc meetings in 
combination with overlapping and interlocking memberships, rather than creating a 
set of institutionalised procedures. "Lacking d durable -framework, it was unable to 
sufficiently motivate participants to continue and redirect the problem" (Parker, 2000: 
95). It seems that the durable framework mentioned here closely relates to 
"administrative support" and "strong leadership" that were previously noted as 
successful factors. Reed (2000) also argued that the lack of institutions supporting 
tourism collaboration could constrain its efforts, which would result in unequal power 
distribution among stakeholders. 
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Jamal and Getz (1995) highlighted political aspects of collaboration by suggesting 
imbedded power difference among stakeholders was one of the barriers to 
participation in the collaboration process. They argued that power imbalance affects 
the degree of capability in participation and influences tourism policy making. Some 
groups of participants may be excluded from collaborative arrangements if they lack 
resources or the necessary capacity. Jarmal and Getz (1995: 190-191) argued that 
"power imbalance issues related to the stakeholders can inhibit both the initiation and 
the success of collaboration". 
Selin and Beason (199 1) also identified differing ideologies between collaborating 
organisations as barriers to effective communication. The differing ideologies and 
interests between stakeholder groups as barriers to collaboration are highlighted also 
by Hong (2003) in his study on a collaborative plan among stakeholders in Jeju Free 
International City Propel Policies. According to this study, six stakeholder groups 
(local government, Jeju Free International City Development Centre, tourism industry, 
local press, NGOs and academics) showed different opinions and interests on many 
issues related to Jeju Free International City Plan, which brought about conflicts 
among participants. Lewis (2001) also suggested different cultural backgrounds 
between the public and private sectors can be a constraint to implementing public- 
private partnerships. 
Selin and Myers (1995) noted turf protection as an obstacle that tends to mitigate 
the effectiveness of tourism partnerships. Sometimes tourism partnerships demand 
change in the way of thinking and behaviour of participants and a sacrifice on the part 
of some interest, so as to properly fulfil the objectives of collaboration. However, it is 
possible that stakeholders would not comply with those demands concerning the loss 
of vested interests and increases in adjustment costs. 
Timothy's (1998) research provides a good example of barriers which developing 
countries face in particular. Based on a case study on tourism planning in Yogyakarta, 
Indonesia, Timothy suggested the following hindering factors to effective 
collaboration: traditional social and political hierarchy in the country; lack of need for 
collaboration perceived by local tourism planning authority; demands for significant 
amounts of time, which is not a high priority for bureaucrats; and excessive 
comprehensiveness of the cooperative form of tourism planning. 
Westley and Vredenburg (1991) noted the discrepancy between collective 
interests and individual interests as an obstacle to tourism partnerships. They argued 
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that despite the potential strategic importance of collaboration, bridging organizations 
face many potential problems. They must find mechanisms to integrate organizations 
that may be widely disparate in value, interests and structural characteristics. However, 
each organization tends to focus more on the objective of its specific operation and 
this makes it difficult to integrate those specific interests into general broad concerns. 
To surnmarise, the barriers suggested by the previous studies can be broadly 
categorised into two groups: structural barriers and perceptual barriers. The structural 
barriers relate to the organisational and institutional problems and the perceptual 
barriers relate to attitudes, perceptions and the ability of participants in the 
collaboration process. Table 4.4 gives the categorised barriers to tourism partnerships. 
Table 4.4: Barriers to effective collaboration in tourism 
Level Barriers 
Structural barriers 0 Imbalanced power (e. g., - elite domination or centralised 
bureaucratic power) 
0 Lack of resources (e. g., finance, information, data or 
trained human) 
0 Lack of institutional supports (e. g., legal system or 
incentives) 
0 Different ideologies 
0 Cultural gaps between organisations 
Perceptual barriers 0 Lack of appreciation of interdependency 
0 Apathy toward and low level of awareness of the need to 
collaborate 
0 Limited capacity of participants (e. g., time or expertise) 
0 Discrepancy between collective interests and individual 
interests (e. g., NYMBY syndrome or turf protection) 
Sourw Jamal mid Qdz(1996)r, Timothy (1998); Paika(2ý, andTosun (2000) 
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4.5 Sustainable tourism and barriers to collaboration 
As previously discussed, many barriers to effective collaboration in tourism have 
been identified, but few studies have tried to identify barriers in the context of 
sustainable tourism, rather than tourism in general, except Selin et al (1998), 
Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) and Makopondo (2003). 
Selin et al (1998) identified two main barriers with regard to the Collaborative 
Stewardship Team in the USDA Forest Service, which aims for enhanced ecosystem 
management and sustainable development. The first is a legal and institutional barrier, 
such as lack of support from line officers, line-item funding, reward structures and 
regulations. The other is the cultural gap between a large federal bureaucracy and the 
Forest Service. 
Based on studies of the U. S. Fish and the Wildlife Service's decision-making 
process in implementing the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the USDA Forest 
Service's implementation of national forest planning, Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) 
identified several barriers that they thought could bring about serious challenges to 
collaboration for natural resource management, including lack of incentives, 
conflicting goals and missions, inflexible policies and procedures, constrained 
resources, mistrust, organisational norms and culture, lack of support for collaboration, 
unfamiliarity with the process and lack of process skills. 
Makopondo (2003) also identified several barriers to effective partnership with 
regard to planning, management and use of nature-based resources in Boston Harbour 
Islands National Park. These barriers were legislative limitation, unbalanced 
composition of advisory council, absence of skilful leaders, the gap in organisational 
missions, goals and culture, the general lack of support for new initiatives, historical 
and systemic discrimination, the politics of representation, the distrust for efforts and 
lack of staff and funds to support collaborative efforts. 
Although these three studies relate to the management of natural resou rces, which 
is an important part of sustainable tourism, they have two lin-dtations when applied to 
the study of partnership for sustainable tourism. First, those studies mainly focused on 
the relationships between agencies in the public sector involved in natural resource 
management, so industries and local communities were not included as important 
stakeholders. Second, as the main concern of those studies was how to effectively 
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manage natural resources, rather than how to achieve sustainability in tourism 
development, so the role and attitudes of stakeholders in the tourism sector, such as 
tourism industries and tourism authorities, were not considered in this research. 
Therefore, it is necessary to identify factors that hinder effective collaboration 
between stakeholders in the specific context of sustainable tourism. 
4.6 Attributes of sustainable tourism hindering 
effective collaboration 
As previously discussed, collaboration between stakeholders is a crucial element for 
ensuring sustainability in tourism development. Despite its importance, however, 
many constraints have been suggested to effective collaboration (Wondolleck & 
Yaffee, 2000). Furthermore, collaboration for sustainable tourism might be expected 
to face more barriers and a higher degree of hindrance than other areas. It can also be 
assumed that there are some linkages between those barriers and the inherent 
attributes of sustainable tourism. Despite the interest in inter-organisational 
relationships in tourism, few theories have been formulated to address the practical 
dilemmas faced by tourism managers with regard to sustainable tourism development 
(Selin & Beason, 1991). In this section, the diverse attributes of sustainable tourism 
that can negatively affect collaboration will be discussed. 
4.6.1 Ambiguity of the concept of sustainable tourism 
It has been suggested by many previous studies that in order for partnerships to be 
successful, partners need to have clear and formalised objectives and share visions 
(Waddock & Banniser, 1991; Selin. & Myers, 1998; Selin, Schuett, & Carr, 2000). 
With regard to collaboration for sustainable tourism, however, it is not likely that 
those conditions can be obtained easily due to the ambiguous aspect of sustainable 
tourism (McCool et al, 2001). 
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As noted in the previous chapter, there has been little agreement on the definition 
of sustainable tourism amongst academic, industry and government sectors due to its 
ambiguity, comprehensiveness and ideological characteristics, which means that 
various values are involved. In other words, different stakeholders can hold different 
ideas of sustainable tourism (Ioannides, 2001). For example, tourism entrepreneurs 
tend to recognise sustainable tourism as 'sustaining tourism', which is taken to mean 
how to maintain the tourism industry businesses over a long time frame (McCool & 
Moisey, 2001). For example, in their case study of the regional perspective of 
sustainable tourism in Sussex, UK, Berry and Ladkin (1997) revealed that despite a 
willingness on the part of tourism businesses to participate in sustainable activities, 
those engaged in tourism business have little understanding of the concept of 
sustainability. Furthermore, according to this research, all the groups in the tourism 
business showed concerns that sustainability must be compatible with accessibility, 
thus they were in favour of road improvements and viewed the alleviation of traffic 
congestion as a way towards more sustainable tourism. In relation to the issue of 
sustainable tourism, it can be noted that the stakeholders in tourism businesses tend to 
place considerable emphasis on maintaining favourable conditions that ensure a 
continuous increase in visitor numbers. On the other hand, environmentalists are 
supposed to have a different point of view regarding sustainable tourism compared 
with tourism businesses. They tend to see sustainable tourism as a way to maintain the 
natural capital stock and advocate a steady state economy with zero growth of visitors 
(Turner et al, 1994). 
With respect to defining sustainable tourism, House (1997) suggested two 
approaches, a reformist approach and a structuralist approach and also noted that 
people's opinions, policies and actions can differ in accordance with their position in 
these two approaches. A person adhering to the reformist approach is liable to be 
optimistic about the sustainability of future tourism and tends to believe that a 
reforming behaviour, which is thought to be favourable for sustainable tourism, can 
be enough to attain sustainability in tourism. On the other side, a person who holds the 
structuralist approach toward sustainable tourism tends to challenge the very 
foundations that underpin the current paradigms of progress and can even oppose 
tourism development and prefer no development at all. Each stakeholder in the 
process of collaboration for sustainable tourism can be positioned along a continuum 
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of these two approaches and accordingly can show different opinions, attitudes and 
behaviours based on their views. 
In terms of the ambiguity of the concept, in other areas, such as tourism 
marketing, it may be easier to obtain consensus amongst stakeholders and as a 
consequence to achieve effective collaboration. Palmer and BeJou (1995: 617-618) 
contended that "collaboration is particularly attractive in destination marketing 
because of congruence of objectives-attracting more tourists can benefit not only the 
financial objectives of tourism operators, but also more diverse social objectives of 
the public sector. " Many examples of collaborations for tourism marketing can be 
identified, such as Local Area Tourism Initiative (LATI) in the UK, Canadian 
Tourism Commission (CTC) in Canada, California Travel & Tourism Commission 
(CTTC) and Ontario Tourism Marketing Partnership Corporation (OTMPC) in 
Canada (WTO, 1998; CTC, 2001; Augustyn & Knowles, 2000). Most countries also 
operate certain types of a National Tourism Organisation (NTO), which can also be 
suggested as examples of tourism marketing alliances. Visitors and Convention 
Bureaus (VCBs) in the United States are regarded as the most developed form of local 
tourism marketing alliance (Palmer & Bejou, 1995). Although it cannot be said that 
all of these partnerships in the tourism marketing area are successful, destination 
marketing alliances are generally accepted as more frequently occurring and as more 
successful as compared with other areas, especially sustainable tourism collaboration 
(WTO, 2000). 
The reason why effective collaboration in the tourism marketing area is more 
likely than collaboration in sustainable tourism can be assumed in terms of two 
aspects. First, as tourism marketing partnerships seem to have relatively clear and 
simple objectives as perceived by pariicipants, such as promoting a positive and 
vibrant image of a destination, it should be easier to get consensus. Second, in terms 
of the mutual benefit, which was suggested as a basic element facilitating 
collaboration, tourism marketing is likely to have a higher possibility of being 
accepted by stakeholders as an activity that will guarantee participants certain types of 
benefits. It could be easier, therefore, for tourism marketing partnerships to get 
voluntary participation from stakeholders, than is likely in the case of collaboration 
for sustainable tourism. 
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4.6.2 Contradictory features of sustainable tourism 
Sustainable tourism intrinsically embraces contradictory ideas, economic growth 
and environmental protection (Milne, 1988) or development and conservation 
(Aronsson, 2000). As McCool and Moisey (2001) noted, there are always high 
possibilities of conflicts between the protection of natural resources and the provision 
of visitor access in the context of sustainable tourism. In relation to National Park 
management, Hall and Lew (1998) argued that notions of strict wilderness 
preservation are, in many ways, at odds with the desire to attract tourism and 
recreation interests to parks. Wheeller (1991: 93) also argued that "sustainable 
tourism has burdened itself with conflicting incompatible objectives: small-scale 
sensitivity and limited numbers to be achieved in tandem with economic viability and 
significant income and employment impacts". Kontogeorgopoulos (1999) also 
showed the contradictory aspects in Thailand's approach to tourism: Promotional 
campaigns such as Amazing Thailand attempt to sustain tourism's growth, but, at the 
same time, call for ecologically sound tourism strategies. 
Kirstgate (2002) tried to explain the problematic nature of sustainable tourism, 
which can hinder voluntary co-operation between stakeholders, in terms of the 
'captive dilemma' model. As shown in Table 4.5, the best option for both enterprises 
is to choose an offensive strategy, which is not likely to happen. In the case of A, if A 
follows the target of sustainable tourism, he can expect 5 units of profits (20*0.5+- 
10*0.5). Instead, if A keeps up with the status quo, his expected benefits are 15 units 
(30*0.5+0*0.5). Thus, A might be passive in pursuing sustainable tourism. This can 
also happen to B. Consequently, there is a higher probability of passiveness on both 
sides, which, in the end, gives them lower units of benefits than the case in which both 
follow the target of sustainable tourism. The example is enough to show the 
difficulties of a general trade environmental strategy on the basis of individual and 
optional entrepreneurial decision. Kirstges (2002) suggested, therefore, that as long as 
the demand development does not force the companies to take on the challenge of 
sustainable tourism voluntarily, sustainable tourism strategies can be realised only on 
the initiative of committees normally co-ordinated by government. 
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Table 4.5: An example of the 'captive dilemma' faced by decision makers in 
sustainable tourism 
Tourism enterprise A 
Tourism enterprise B 
Offensive 
Following the targets of 
sustainable tourism. 
Passiveness 
Keeping up with the status 
quo. 
Offensive Both A and B can secure A can achieve short-term 
Following the targets of their long-term business. advantages compared to B. 
sustainable tourism. The position of power But fails to secure long- 
between A and B stays term viability of tourism. 
unchanged. (A: 30, B: -10) 
(A: 20*, B: 20) 
Passiveness B can achieve short-term Neither A nor B can 
Keeping up with the status advantages compared to A. achieve sustainability in 
quo. But fails to secure long- tourism. 
term viability of tourism. The position of power 
(A: -10, B: 30) between A and B stays 
unchanged. 
(A: O, B: O) 
* Unit of benefits 
Source: Kirstges (2002) 
The contradictory features of sustainable tourism can also be indicated in terms of 
the conflicts between collective interests and self-interest (Kickert et al, 1997). 
Basically, sustainable tourism pursues public interests, such as ensuring long-term 
viability of natural and cultural resources and equal distribution of benefits, but, at the 
same time, it also tries to take tourism businesses' interests into account to integrate 
them into sustainable development. Although it is possible to reconcile the public 
interest and self-interest to a degree, sometimes it is necessary to constrain or sacrifice 
individual interests to achieve public interests. A contradictory situation which 
representatives faced on the Growth Management Committee (GMC) in Banff 
National Park, Canada could be a good example of this kind of contradiction (Jamal & 
Getz, 2000). Representatives need to manage their groups' interests, but they also had 
to adhere to agreed objectives and collective interests within the collaborating 
organizations, although these were sometimes incompatible with the interests of 
constituent groups. The tensions between constituent groups and the representatives' 
interests were thorny problems for some of the participants in GMC. 
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Taking the contradictory features of sustainable tourism into consideration, it 
seems to be difficult to obtain consensus between stakeholders in making decisions 
and implementing them. Bramwell and Sharman (1999) suggested consensus among 
stakeholders about the issues and the purposes of policies and recognition of mutual 
benefits as important elements for the evaluation of collaborative policy making. 
However, it is unlikely that a consensus between stakeholders can easily be obtained 
in the process of collaboration for sustainable tourism development because of the 
previously noted contradictory nature of sustainable tourism. 
4.6.3. Potential conflicts between the public and private sectors 
The tourism industry tends to be criticised for pursuing short-term profits rather than 
long-term sustainability, exploiting the environment and local residents rather than 
conserving them and only taking part in sustainable tourism activities when there is a 
prospect of achieving good publicity and reducing costs. Although diverse roles for 
the tourism industry in sustainable tourism have been suggested and diverse efforts to 
enhance sustainability have been made by tourism industry (Travel Foundation, 2002), 
limitations to the potential role of industry in developing sustainable tourism should 
not be ignored. Swarbrooke (1999) suggested those limits to the role of the tourism 
industry including: 
* Corporate attitudes such as the belief that sustainable tourism is the concern of 
government, not industry; 
*A lack of an accepted model of what sustainable tourism actually means in reality; 
e The need to respond to the actions of competitors; 
Ap arent lack of concern amongst tourists and their perceived unwillingness to IT 
pay more for their holidays; and I 
* Factors which are largely beyond the control of Private sector enterprises such as 
govemment policy. 
Butler (2000) also argued that the major concems of the private sector are likely to be 
much more commercial than environmental, the time frame short rather than long, and 
success measured in terms of increases in numbers of visitors, rather than 
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environmental stability or improvement. Considering these limitations of the tourism 
industry, the involvement of government seems to be inevitable to secure 
sustainability in tourism development. 
As previously reviewed, the rationale for collaboration in sustainable tourism 
development is closely related to a market failure such as supplying public goods and 
externalities which cannot be properly managed by the private sector alone. Diverse 
types of government involvement to overcome market failure have been suggested 
and applied. One of those tools for government intervention is a regulation which puts 
restrictions on the private sector's autonomous activities. Putting a limit on the 
number of visitors to environmentally sensitive areas, closing trekking courses, land 
use control, limitation of the number of hotel rooms or height of a building and 
imposing environmental protection taxes on tourist businesses can be suggested as 
examples of government regulations. However, these regulations can bring about 
resistances from the private sector because they can restrict business activities and 
eventually bring about the loss of profits. Especially, considering the trends of 
deregulation and privatisation which have been supported by neo- classical 
economists or neo-conservative government, incorporating new regulations for 
sustainable tourism development can be at odds with this political economic climate 
(Hall, 2000). Bramwell and Lane (1993) noted that in relation to the role of 
government, the predominant argument by industry throughout most of the world is 
that it must be increasingly deregulated. - However, government simultaneously calls 
for increasing regulation of tourism, especially with respect to the desire for 
environmental protection. 
In addition to environmental protection, government intervention to achieve more 
equal distribution of benefits from tourism development can also be incompatible with 
the interests of tourism businesses. Government involvement and collaboration for 
sustainable tourism development between the public sectors and private sectors, 
therefore, can cause strong resistance and uncooperative attitude from the private 
sector, and as a consequence, this can hinder effective collaboration for sustainable 
tourism development. 
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4.6.4 Demand for changes in attitudes and behaviours 
Sustainable tourism requires a considerable change in philosophy, attitude and 
behaviour of every stakeholder (Aronsson, 2000). Governments need to change policy 
priorities, industry has to adapt new tourism management strategies based on Agenda 
21, tourists need to change consumer patterns and community residents need to adjust 
lifestyles. Willer (1994) called it 'a change of paradigm'. Tosun (2000) also argued 
that genuine community participation in sustainable tourism requires a change in 
attitudes and behaviours of decision makers, which may lead to new patterns of 
distributing power and controlling resources. 
However, it is not only hard to bring about this change of paradigm, but it can also 
be a tedious and difficult process. As MWIer noted, "Admittedly, a radical change in 
human consciousness is emerging but there are still enough defence or delaying 
mechanisms in the economic and political system to prevent this change from coming 
out fast" (1994: 134). Therefore, resistance from stakeholders can be expected when 
they perceive these changes as threats to their own priorities or interests, which can 
hinder effective collaboration between stakeholders (loannides, 2000; Bianchi, 2004). 
Although there are some evidences claiming that tourists are becoming increasingly 
conscious and willing to pay for environmental- quality (Hudson & Miller, 2005), it is 
unlikely that there exists a widespread propensity amongst tourists to adopt a new 
sustainable tourism lifestyle (Sharply, 2000). 
4.6.5 Monitoring difficulties 
In order to ensure constant participation in the collaboration process from 
stakeholders, regular and proper monitoring of the result of collaboration is crucial. 
De Araujo and Bramwell (1999) highlighted the importance of showing practical 
results of collaboration to maintain participation, especially from the private sector. 
In the case of collaboration for sustainable tourism, however, it seems to be hard to 
obtain a tangible result of monitoring, especially in a short time period as compared 
with other areas. This is due to a number of reasons. 
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First, because of the comprehensiveness of the concept of sustainable tourism and 
the diversified approaches to sustainability, it is hard to establish a set of indicators to 
assess the achievement of collaborative efforts for sustainable tourism (Augustyn, 
1998). Although the World Tourism Organisation (WTO) suggested a set of 
indicators for sustainable tourism, it is generally argued that selecting and 
categorising indicators of sustainable tourism is not easy and needs careful 
consideration (WTO, 1993; Wight, 1998). Indicators for sustainable tourism need to 
cover environmental, social, cultural and economic issues together to reflect the 
integrated aspects of sustainability, which is difficult because of satisfying all the 
needs at the same time. Furthermore, the selection, categorisation and weighing of 
indicators can be affected by interests or preferences of each stakeholder (McCool et 
al, 2001). Each stakeholder shows different attitudes towards indicators, and there can 
be conflicts between stakeholders in choosing and deciding the importance of each 
indicator. According to Dymond's (1997) research into the attitudes of three different 
public sector organisations in New Zealand (Regional Councils, Territorial Local 
Authorities and Regional Tourism Organisations) towards sustainable tourism 
indicators, they showed salient differences with regard to preferences given to 
indicators. These different attitudes could show an even wider gap when tourism 
industries or NGOs are involved in assessing attitudes toward indicators for 
sustainable tourism. 
Second, many indicators for sustainable tourism are related to environmental 
issues, such as the conservation of natural resources and preserving ecosystems. 
Monitoring achievement from collaboration for sustainable tourism needs to deal with 
these environmental factors properly, which is not likely to be performed easily. As 
Butler (2000) argued, environmental change from any cause can take considerable 
time, so it is hard to assess the achievement of collaborative efforts for sustainable 
tourism in a short time period. This is not likely to be compatible with the interests of 
stakeholders who call for fast and tangible results from their contributions to 
collaboration. 
Third, many indicators related to sustainable tourism cannot be measured easily. 
Some indicators, such as community satisfaction are subjective, so it is hard to 
measure them quantitatively. The measurement of tourism impacts on host societies is 
a much less well-established research area and few areas are studied before 
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development to establish proper benchmarking, which is essential for accurate 
monitoring. (Butler, 2000). 
Due to these difficulties in measuring indicators, there has been a tendency to pick 
indicators that are easier to measure and reflect the most visible changes. Thus, 
important issues may be ignored (Wight, 1998). 
4.7 Conclusions 
This chapter has conceptualised the term 'effective collaboration' by combining three 
paradigms of organisation effectiveness theory, as well as highlighting the need for 
integration of three paradigms and the relationships among them. This chapter also 
reviewed previous studies on success factors for effective collaboration and tried to 
reorganise them based on three levels: personal level, inter-personal level and 
organisational level. 
Although there have been diverse studies that have tried to identify barriers to 
effective collaboration in tourism, few of them dealt even partly with hindering 
factors in the context of sustainable tourism. As discussed in the last section of this 
chapter, sustainable tourism seems to have intrinsic attributes, which can make 
effective partnership less likely than in the case of other areas in tourism, such as 
tourism marketing or conventional tourism development. Considering the diverse 
issues that have been discussed by academics, the tourism industry and governments 
with regard to sustainable tourism, those intrinsic aspects of sustainable tourism 
should not be understated and urgently need to be identified. 
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Chapter V. - Research methods 
5.1 Introduction 
Previous chapters have explored the literature in areas relevant to collaboration for 
sustainable tourism and barriers to it. This chapter begins with objectives of the 
current research, followed by overall research process, which is divided into two 
stages. In order to highlight the importance of combining two different methods for 
this research, this chapter also reviews the advantages of triangulation techniques. In 
the next section, research methods for the first stage are presented, including 
introduction of two cases, sampling design, data collection and data analysis methods 
for a qualitative study. Research methods for the second stage are also presented. 
5.2 Research Objectives 
Effective collaboration has been noted by many agencies and practitioners as an 
important tool for achieving sustainable tourism (WCED, 1987; Inskeep, 1991; Butler, 
1998; WTO, 1998; Hall, 1999; UN, 2000; Goodwin, 2000). However, despite the 
importance of effective collaboration between stakeholders for sustainable tourism, it 
is unlikely that such effective collaboration can be easily secured (Parker, 2000; 
Roberts & Simpson, 2000). Furthermore, it seems that collaboration for sustainable 
tourism faces considerable challenges as compared with other areas. That is, the 
comprehensive and contradictory nature of sustainable tourism can generate 
significant barriers to effective collaboration between stakeholders 
With regard to these barriers, this research has the following four main objectives. 
1) This study intends to identify barriers to effective collaboration in the context of 
sustainable tourism development. 2) The second objective is to identify whether there 
are any differences between sustainable tourism development and conventional 
tourism development in terms of the types and characteristics of the barriers and the 
degree of hindrance. This objective is important, because, if no differences are 
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discovered, the same policy strategies suggested by previous studies can also be 
applied to sustainable tourism to overcome those barriers. On the contrary, if there are 
significant differences between them, new or alternative measures may need to be 
considered and taken. 3) This study also aims to identify whether the diverse 
attributes of sustainable tourism reviewed in the previous chapter are unique to 
sustainable tourism. 4) The fourth objective is to identify whether there are significant 
relationships between attributes of sustainable tourism and the barriers to effective 
collaboration. This last objective is based on an assumption that the intrinsic attributes 
of sustainable tourism development may be interrelated with barriers to effective 
collaboration and exacerbate the degree of hindrance. Considering the ambiguity of 
the concept, contradictory features and high demand fo r change of attitudes and 
behaviors, all of which have been considered as typical characteristics of sustainable 
tourism, it is not likely that those attributes can positively affect the effectiveness of 
collaboration. 
5.3 Overall research process 
In order to achieve these four research objectives, this research is divided into two 
stages. The first stage aims to identify the barriers to effective collaboration in 
sustainable tourism. As little is known about barriers to effective collaboration 
between stakeholders with regard to sustainable tourism development, an exploratory 
study can be appropriate to accomplish thý objective. Exploratory research is 
conducted when not much is known about the situation at hand or when little 
information is available on how similar problems or research issues have been solved 
in the past (Sekaran, 2000). The exploratory research, therefore, is useful for 
generating new ideas, factors or hypotheses, as well as developing techniques for 
measuring and locating future data. The first stage, as exploratory research, will also 
adopt a qualitative approach, because this approach is useful to uncover what lies 
behind any phenomenon about which little is yet known, which is compatible with the 
rationale for exploratory studies (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Furthermore, considering 
the objective of the first research is to generate variables with respect to barriers to 
collaboration and those variables will be used for the second stage research, the 
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qualitative approach can be more appropriate as an initial study than a quantitative 
one (Sekaran, 2000). According to Churchill (1999), there are four types of 
exploratory studies: literature search, experience survey, analysis of selected cases, 
and focus group. This research will conduct analysis of selected cases. The reason for 
selecting this method will be discussed in the next section. To su=arize, the first 
stage, as exploratory research, will provide an opportunity to formulate and develop 
hypotheses for a more precise investigation in the second stage research with regard to 
barriers to collaboration in sustainable tourism development. Also, the results of the 
exploratory research will be incorporated to build detailed and relevant questionnaires 
for the second stage of research. 
When barriers to effective collaboration have been identified in the first stage 
research, this research will move on to the next stage to deal with the second, third, 
and fourth research objectives. As these research objectives relate to the identification 
of differences between two groups and relationships between multiple variables, the 
second stage research will be a causal (or hypothesis testing) study, which normally 
adopts a quantitative approach. As Sekaran (2000) noted, studies that engage in 
hypothesis testing usually explain the nature of certain relationships or establish 
differences among groups or the independence of two or more factors in a situation, 
both of which are relevant to the objectives of second stage research. As a causal 
study, the second stage research will use multivariate data analysis, because various 
dependent and independent variables are involved with regard to barriers to 
collaboration and attributes of sustainable tourism. Although the second stage 
research is basically a hypothesis testing study, a descriptive approach will also be 
partly employed to present not only the characteristics of respondent groups (like 
demographic statistics), but also the general attitudes of the respondents towards 
sustainable tourism and barriers to collaboration. Figure 5.1 shows the overall process 
of this research. 
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Figure 5.1: Overall research process 
ou%ýVlsu at"g, ý 
Exploratory research Causal research (Hypothesis testing) 
(Analysis of selected cases) (Multivariate data analysis) 
Triangulation 
Qualitative data Quantitative data 
Achievement of research objectives 
Source: Author's own work 
As shown in Figure 5.1, this research incorporates a triangulation technique 
(Denzin, 1989; Brarmen, 2003). Triangulation is used to obtain data from a wide 
range of sources and individuals using a variety of methods with a particular emphasis 
on the functions of confirmation and completeness (Arksey & Knight, 1999; Denzin 
& Lincoln, 2000). This research uses two types of triangulation: between-methods 
triangulation and data triangulation. With regard to between-methods triangulation, 
this research uses two different methods: analysis of selected cases (exploratory 
research) and multivariate data analysis (causal research), both of which will be 
combined to accomplish research objectives. In the first stage, diverse data sources, 
such as photos, government reports, newspaper articles, meeting minutes and 
interviews will be collected and analysed, which can be regarded as a type of data 
triangulation. 
There are diverse debates on triangulation with regard to its usefulness and 
effectiveness. Triangulation is expected to reduce the risk that research conclusions 
can reflect the systematic biases or limitations of specific methods and allows 
researchers to gain a better assessment of the validity and generality of their 
explanations (Maxwell, 1996). Triangulation is also suggested as a powerful solution 
to the problem of relying too much on any single data source (Patton, 1990). However, 
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triangulation is also criticised for having constraints and drawbacks that may affect 
the effectiveness of the strategy. The practical constraints are the restriction of time, 
financial resources and skills of researchers (Denzin, 1989; Brannen, 2003). More 
fundamentally, combining qualitative and quantitative research is not inherently 
superior to using a single method. Bryman (2003) argued that the research problem 
should guide the decision about whether to employ just one of the two approaches or 
integrate them. 
Despite these limitations, triangulation techniques are expected to contribute to the 
enhancement of the validity of this study, because, as previously noted, employing a 
single research method is not sufficient to deal with the diverse research objectives of 
this study. The practical constraints seem to be manageable considering the restricted 
geographical area, an acceptable sample size and sufficient time for the field survey. 
The first stage research may act as a generator of new factors and a source of 
hypothesis, which the second stage research (quantitative) may then test. It also could 
be helpful to develop research instruments, such as questionnaires and scales. More 
importantly, the first stage research itself can bring about not only identification of 
key concepts, but also substantiate the importance of collaboration between 
stakeholders (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). 
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5.4 Research methods for the first stage 
5.4.1 Research objectives 
As previously suggested, the objective of the first stage research is to identify barriers 
to collaboration in sustainable tourism development. As an exploratory study, data 
was collected by using analysis of selected cases (Churchill, 1999). This approach 
aims to obtain sufficient infonnation to characterise and explain both the unique 
features of the case being studied and the features that it has in common with other 
cases by conducting an intensive study of the phenomenon under investigation. 
Although data collection methods are diverse, ranging from the examination of 
existing records to observation, this survey mainly depends on semi-structured 
interviews, which are thought to be the most effective way to collect primary data 
with respect to perceptions and attitudes of stakeholders (Marshall & Rossman, 1995; 
Manson, 2002). In addition to semi-structured interviews, written records, such as 
government reports, articles, web-sites, leaflets and photos, were also used as 
secondary data sources. 
Considering those data sources, the first stage research basically applied a 
qualitative approach to data collection, analysis and interpretation. According to 
Maxwell (1996), there are five particular research purposes for which qualitative 
studies especially suited: 1) the understanding of meaning, for the participants in the 
study, of the events, situations, and actions they are involved with and of the accounts 
they give of their lives and experiences; 2) understanding the particular context within 
which the participants act and the influences that this context has on their actions; 3) 
identifying unanticipated phenomenon and influences and generating new grounded 
theories about the latter; 4) understanding the process by which events and actions 
take place; and 5) developing causal explanation. In order to identify the barriers to 
collaboration, which is the main objective of first research, this study needs to be able 
to know what happened before and is happening currently in the field; understand the 
socio-cultural and political background of events, actions and situations in the context 
of relationships between stakeholders in the sustainable tourism development; and 
interpret why those events occur by examining attitudes and behaviours of 
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participants. All these requirements are relevant to the purposes of the qualitative 
approach above. 
5.4.2 Brief view of two selected cases 
Two sustainable tourism cases were selected which show sharp contrasts in terms of 
the achievement of sustainability in tourism development, which has been revealed by 
preliminary research (including two interviews with experts). By comparing the two 
cases, as well as identifying common features, this method is expected to be more 
helpful in identifying barriers to effective collaboration than studying just one case 
(Churchill, 1999). There are two conditions for selecting two cases. First, they need to 
have stated intentions of sustainable tourism that involve the following two objectives: 
community participation and securing long-term viability of natural and cultural 
resources for tourism. Second, they need to be able to show striking features that are 
supposed to be useful to produce diverse and dynamic examples of the barriers to 
effective collaboration for sustainable tourism. One of the two cases needs to show 
mostly negative aspects of collaboration, while the other should show positive ones. 
Based on these criteria and consulting with experts in the sustainable tourism area, 
two sustainable tourism cases in South Korea were selected by the researcher. The 
first is Janghang tourism, and the other is Gacheon village in Namhae County. Both of 
these cases can be regarded as sustainable tourism considering they have officially 
written statements of sustainable tourism (Kwon, 1995; KCTRI, 2002). These two 
cases also show contrary features in many respects, such as community participation, 
implementation of plans and environmental concerns. Details of these two cases are 
reviewed and compared in the following section. 
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Figure 5.2: Location of Janghang and Gacheon village 
Source: Narnhae County Authority (2004) 
5.4.2.1 Janghang fishing village tourism 
Janghang Village is a small village located on the southern coast of 
Geongsangnamdo Province in South Korea (Figure 5.2). The population is about 950 
(113 households) and fishing accounts for 74% of the local economy, the rest being 
agriculture. There is a small harbour and a pebble beach. Janghang village tourism 
development started in April 1994 as a part of the 'coast village tourism development 
plan', which was initiated and supported by the Geongsangnamdo provincial 
government. In 1995, the Graduate School of Environmental Studies in Seoul 
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National University conducted a preliminary field survey and based on this survey 
Wookjin Kwon produced a report titled "A tourism development plan for Namhae 
Norumok fishing village". According to this report, there are some general rules of 
tourism development in Janghang village stated in the master plan established by 
Namhae County Authority (Kwon, 1995). 
* Jang-Hang village should maintain a quiet and secluded image. 
* Jang-Hang tourism development should be performed by community residents and 
may not be allowed to sell land to people from outlying regions. 
9 Any development should be environmentally sound, so large-scal6 tourism 
development won't be allowed and no cement or concrete will be used to build 
tourist facilities. 
The unique culture and warm humanity of this village are the most important 
tourism resources. 
do The principle of long-term sustainable tourism will be pursued. To do so, this 
tourism development will make the most of already built things, such as currently 
using buildings, village hall, abandoned houses, schools and old barns, instead of 
building new facilities. 
Based on these general rules, it can be noted that the Janghang village tourism 
development intended to adopt the principles of sustainable tourism. The first project 
was to build tourist accommodation (17 rooms) for which E150,000 was invested by 
community residents themselves. The village also built a sea water swimming pool 
that opened in 1996. In order to enhance a view of this village, community residents 
removed seafood processing facilities. In 1997, the municipal authority supported 
building car parks, new roads and a bridge leading to the village. 
This project was announced as one of the most successful sustainable tourism 
development cases at the Korean government meeting presided over by the minister 
of the Ministry of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries in 1997 (EGJ21,2001). However, 
this project appears to have been criticised as a failure in the local press in Namhae 
County. An article revealed that although the principle of community participation 
seemed to be kept through residents' joint investment, there have been huge conflicts 
among residents with regard to corruption by a joint fund manager (Namhae Press, 
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1996). Through a preliminary contact with a journalist for Digital Nam-hae, it was 
also revealed that many pieces of local land were sold by residents to outsiders after 
the land price rose. In 2001, a seafood restaurant invested in and run by local people 
was taken over by an entrepreneur from the outlying region. 
5.4.2.2 Gacheon Village green tourism development 
Gacheon is a small rural area that belongs to Namhae County and is located on the 
Southern coast of South Korea (Figure 5.2). Behind the village is Eung-Bong 
Mountain, which is 481m high, and in front of the village there is a sea coast with 
steep cliffs. Despite its location on the coast, the main industry of this village is 
agriculture, cultivating rice, garlic and beans. Due to the sloping land, the extent of 
land per household is 0.72 ha, which is only the half of national average. As a result 
of this, the average income of Gacheon village is low compared with other villages in 
Namhae County. The population of Gacheon village is 164, and there are 58 
households. 
Although Gacheon Village has not been a popular tourist destination, it has several 
tourism resources to attract tourists. One of the most popular attractions is 
approximately 400 terraced rice fields, which present a great view to tourists. It is 
called Darangyi-Non in the Korean language. These rice fields are not only a symbol 
of this village but also have cultural and aesthetic values. 
Gacheon . theme village tourism project was initiated by Namhae Agricultural 
Technology Centre (NATC) in 2001. According to the project report published by 
The Korean Culture and Tourism Research Institute (KCTRI, 2002), the main 
objective of this project was to increase income levels by promoting tourism in 
Gacheon village. This project also has two stated principles of sustainable tourism: 
community participation and preservation of the terraced rice field and traditional 
culture, which provide great opportunities for tourism (NCA, 2003). In 2001, NATC 
allocated E50,000 to this project to establish a tourism development plan, which was 
done by KCTRI. In 2002, in accordance with the plan, Gacheon village built an 
assembly hall for business and developed and operated tourism activities, such as 
sports events, trekking, building rice fields and collecting seaweed. In 2003,13 
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households joined in home-stay accommodation businesses, which were invested in 
by house owners. Apart from the assembly hall, there were no new tourist Tacilities 
built, instead existing buildings, such as an abandoned school, were used for tourism 
activities. In order to promote Gacheon village tourism, an official web site and 
internet reservation service were launched in 2003. In 2002, about 4,500 tourists 
visited Gacheon village, but after this village was introduced by a TV programme, 
visitors increased 50% in 2003. The Gacheon village tourism project is said to be a 
successful case by respondents in terms of community participation and the 
preservation of traditional culture and views. 
Although these two cases have some similarities in that they are small villages, 
local government initiated those projects and they promote sustainability and 
community participation, they have many different features (Table 5.1). 
Table 5.1: Comparative aspects of the two cases 
Janghang fishing village Gacheon green tourism 
tourism 
Development periods 1995- 2001- 
Initiated by Geongsangnamdo provincial Namhae Agriculture 
government Technology centre 
Central government in Ministry of Maritime Affairs Ministry of Agriculture 
charge of the project and 
Fisheries 
Public funds E200,000 E100,000 
Tourism Attractions Pebble beach with pine Terraced rice fields, watching 
trees, fishing, the origin of rising sun, Eung-Bong 
Namhae traditional farm Mountain, traditional 
music activities 
Tourist facilities Home stay accommodation Home stay accommodation 
(2), Inn (1), Sea water out- (13), Assembly hall (1) 
door swimming pool (1), 
Sea food restaurants (2), 
Car park (1) 
Source: Gang (1999) and Narnhae County Authority (2003) 
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5.4.3 Sampling design 
When sampling methods for research are described, a key distinction is made between 
probability and non-probability samples (Churchill, 1999; Sekaran, 2000). Although 
probability sampling is generally accepted -as an effective way to secure the 
representativeness of the samples and generalizability of a study, because the 
elements in the population have some known chance of being selected as sample 
subjects, it is largely inappropriate for qualitative research (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). 
Qualitative research normally uses non-probability sampling methods by which units 
are deliberately selected to reflect particular features of the population. In the case of 
non-probability sampling, the sample is not intended to be statistically representative: 
the chances of selection for each element are unknown, instead, the characteristics of 
the population are used as the basis of selection. 
For this research, interviewees were selected by using judgement and snowball 
sampling methods, both of which are non-probability sampling. As a type of 
purposive sampling, judgement sampling involves the choice of subjects who have 
particular features or characteristics, which will enable a detailed exploration and 
understanding of the central themes that the researcher wishes to study (Sekaran, 
2000). Judgement sampling is thought to be appropriate for this research, because it is 
critical to select key informants who can not only give diverse sources of information 
about incidents, historical backgrounds and stories based on their experiences, but 
also have particular attitudes and opinions as representatives of respective stakeholder 
groups. 
Snowball sampling (or chain sampling) is a sampling method to increase the size 
of the sample by asking people who have already been interviewed to identify . other 
people they know who fit the selection criteria. This is particularly useful for 
dispersed and small populations (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003), which is the case in this 
research. 
Tlie following three conditions were applied in selecting interviewees for the first 
stage of research: 
As key stakeholders, interviewees needed to be directly involved in one of the 
two sustainable tourism projects being studied or have plenty of experience 
with regard to the projects; 
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There should be a balanced number of interviewees between the two cases 
(Janghang and Gacheon) and each stakeholder group should have at least one 
interviewee representing it; and 
To obtain more ob ective information and neutral opinions, some interviewees j 
were also selected from academia and the press. 
Based on these principles, interviewees for the first stage research were selected by 
the following procedure. First, key stakeholders were selected both from lists 
provided by Namhae County Authority and from Internet homepages relevant to these 
projects. Respondents were selected from central government, local government, the 
tourism industry, NGOs and the community. Fourteen interviewees were selected by 
this judgment sampling method. Second, when interviewees recommended other 
stakeholders who were thought to be able to provide important information about 
tourism development, they were also included in the samples. By this snowball 
sampling method, 5 more respondents were added to the previously selected 
respondents. In total, 19 people were interviewed. Five of them were involved in both 
of the cases, seven were involved in Janghang's case only and seven were involved in 
Gacheon's case only (see Table 5.2). 
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5.2: Overall structure of interviewees 
Cases Number of Sectors Sampling methods 
interviewees 
Janghang 7 1 Central government Judgment 
village I Local government Judgment 
2 Tourism Industry I byjudgment 
1 by snowball 
I Academic world Judgment 
2 Community Residents I by judgment 
I by snowball 
Gacheon 7 1 Central government Judgment 
village I Local government Judgment 
2 Tourism Industry Snowball 
I Academic world Judgment 
2 Community Judgment 
Both cases 51 Central government Judgment 
2 Local government I byjudgment 
I by snowball 
I Press Judgment 
I NGOs Judgment 
Source: Author's own work 
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5.4.4 Data collection 
Primary data was collected by conducting semi-structured interviews with key 
stakeholders. This type of interview can be useful for this survey, because it is 
important to gather diverse and free opinions from stakeholders in order to uncover 
unidentified factors hindering effective collaboration in the sustainable tourism area. 
As Sekaran (2000) noted, the semi-structured interview uses questions that direct the 
respondent toward a specified topic area, but the responses to the questions are 
unbounded and the interviewer is not looking for any preconceived right answer. 
Some questions which relate to the factors that had been previously reviewed in the 
literature survey were predetermined before the interviews were conducted, but the 
remaining questions were developed according to the exigencies of the situation. 
The questions included the following predetermined elements: 
" Overall assessment of the project; 
" Relationships with other stakeholder groups; 
" Attitudes toward environmental issues; and 
" Perceived or experienced difficulties in collaborating within and between 
stakeholder groups. 
Some additional questions were also asked during the interviews in case the 
respondents raised new relevant issues. Interviews were conducted flexibly allowing 
the interviewer to alter the sequence of questions when necessary. This is an 
important strategy, because it enables the researcher to come up with unexpected but 
crucial factors with regard to barriers to effective collaboration, which achieves both 
breadth of coverage across key issues and depth of study (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). 
All the questions were open questions in order to encourage the interviewees to 
talk and present their opinions freely, rather than just answer yes or no. Face-to-face 
interviews took place from 14.5.2004 to 4.6.2004 during visits to the two villages. 
The average interview time was I hour and 5 minutes. Most of the interviews were 
audio recorded for more accurate and specific data analysis. Audio recording has 
many advantages. It allows the researcher to devote his full attention to listening to 
the interviewee. It provides an accurate record of the interview, capturing the 
-language used by the respondents, including their hesitations. It also is a more neutral 
and less intrusive way of recording the interview (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). However, 
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two of the interviewees refused to be recorded, so their interviews were recorded by 
taking notes. 
5.4.5 Data analysis 
Qualitative analysis is a process of resolving data into its constituent components to 
reveal its characteristic elements, meanings and structure (Dey, 1993). Although there 
are no clearly agreed rules or procedures for analysing qualitative data (Denzin & 
Lincoln, 2000; Ritchie & Lewis, 2003), analytic options fall into three main groups: 
memos, categorising strategies and contextualising strategies (Maxwell, 1996). This 
survey followed the rules and procedures of the categorising data analysis method. 
The main objective of categorising data analysis is to identify main factors or themes 
by fracturing and rearranging the data into categories. The process is normally called 
coding (Taylor & Bogdan, 1984; Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Maxwell, 1996). Those 
categories and sub-categorises generated from the data analysis were treated as the 
barriers to effective collaboration for sustainable tourism. This research also 
incorporated contextualising strategies in order to interpret the data in the context of 
sustainable tourism development. Therefore, connections between those categorised 
elements (barriers to effective collaboration) were also searched. Figure 5.3 shows the 
overall process of categorising data analysis. 
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Figure 5.3: Overall process of qualitative data analysis 
Reading and annotating 
Creating categories 
Splitting and spicing categories 
Linking Data 
Connecting categories 
Adapted from Dye (1996) 
On the basis of this analysis procedure, the researcher first read and reread the data 
(field notes, transcripts, documents and other materials). In reading the data, the 
researcher also annotated concepts, themes and generalised ideas in the context of 
barriers to effective collaboration. Based on iterated reading and annotation, several 
categories were created that could be related to hindering factors of effective 
collaboration. There are two extreme approaches generating categories, the one is a 
line-by-line approach and the other is holistic (Dey, 1996). The line-by-line approach 
generates categories by analysing each bit of data. The significance of a bit of data 
can be considered by contrasting it with other bits, by imaging this bit in alternative 
contexts, or by drawing on relevant theoretical or policy issues. The aim of this 
approach is to generate theory that is fully grounded in the data (Strauss & Corbin, 
1990). On the other hand, the holistic approach begins with categories that are based 
on a general comprehension. The emphasis here is to grasp basic themes or issues in 
the data by absorbing them as a whole rather than by analysing them line-by-line. This 
approach is more feasible when the analyst already has a fair idea of what he or she is 
120 
looking for. As Dey (1996) noted, most data analysis falls some where between these 
two extremes. This research also followed a middle-order approach, which is regarded 
as the most flexible way to develop categories. To do so, firstly some categories were 
generated based on hindering factors suggested by other studies, and then new 
categories were created by close and specific examination of the data. As a next step, 
the two groups of categories were integrated and classified within the holistic view. 
All the data were coded by being given an assigned number and letter and then 
sorted into the coding categories. Although computer programmes such as NUD*IST 
and CAQDAS can be used to enhance the efficiency of this task, the researcher did 
this manually, because the data was not thought to be too massive to be handled 
manually. As well, this avoided any problems related to translating the transcripts into 
English before using the software programmes. After the categories were generated 
and classified according to shared themes and dimensions, interconnections between 
categories were identified by examining regularities, variations and singularities in the 
data (Dey, 1996). 
5.4.6 Reliability and validity of the first stage research 
Reliability and validity are two main criteria to assess the quality and credibility of 
the research. As the concepts of reliability and validity were developed in natural 
science or quantitative research, there are considerable doubts about whether the same 
concepts have any value in determining the quality of qualitative studies. Ritchie and 
Lewis (2003) argued that tests and measures of reliability and validity are wholly 
inappropriate for qualitative investigation and cause considerable confusion when 
applied. Nevertheless, some authors are of the view that reliability and validity have a 
direct relevance for qualitative research (Maxwell, 1996; Silverman, 2004). Therefore, 
it is worthwhile to consider how to secure the reliability and validity of the first stage 
of research in the context of qualitative research. 
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5.4.6.1 Reliability 
Reliability has diverse meanings such as accuracy in measurement (Sekaran, 2000), 
replicability of the study (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003) and consistency (Robson, 2002). 
Reliability can be defined as "the degree to which the findings are independent of 
accidental circumstances of the research" (Kirk & Miller, 1986). Therefore, when 
reliability is secured, we can expect to obtain the same findings if we conduct the 
same research again in the same way. 
In order to make sure this study does not violate the reliability criterion, four 
strategies recommended by Ritchie and Lewis (2003) were applied. 1) Interviewees 
were prudently selected by consulting with experts and diverse data sources, which 
helped to indicate key stakeholders. Employing two different sampling methods that 
are complementary each other can also contribute to reducing the risk of omitting 
important informants. 2) In order not to be distracted by irrelevant responses, not only 
were some important questions prearranged, but also the background and intentions of 
this research were explained to interviewees before the interviews commenced. All 
the interviews were also conducted face-to-face in a quiet place to avoid unexpected 
interruptions. 3) The analysis was carried out systematically by incorporating and 
following the process of categorising data analysis that has been used previously in 
other qualitative studies. 4) Interpretation of the interviews was well supported by 
other evidence, such as government reports, meeting minutes, pictures taken by the 
researcher and diverse promotional materials. 
5.4.6.2 Validity 
Validity refers to the correctness or accuracy of a description, conclusion and 
interpretation (Churchill, 1999; Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). Maxwell (1996) suggested 
three types of threats to validity in qualitative research. The first threat is the 
inaccuracy or incompleteness of the data. The second one is imposing one's own 
framework or meaning, rather than understanding the perspective of the people 
studied and the meanings they attach to their words and actions. The third is not 
collecting or paying attention to discrepant data or not considering alternative 
explanations or understandings. 
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In order to avoid those threats and ensure the validity of this study, four strategies 
recommended by Maxwell (1996) were carried out. 1) Although this research mainly 
depends on data collected by interviews, a wide range of secondary data was also used 
to support the results of interviews (triangulation). 2) In order to'make sure the data is 
correct and rule out the possibility of misinterpretation of the interviews, the 
researcher contacted the interviewees to make some points clear even the interviewees 
were taken place (member checks). 3) All the interviews except two were audio 
recorded to secure verbatim transcripts of the interview, which can be expected to 
provide a full and revealing picture of what occurred. 4) By selecting two cases that 
were supposed to show sharp contrasts, the balance of the study can be secured 
(comparison). 
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5.5 Research methods for the second stage 
5.5.1 Research objectives 
The first stage of the research was designed to identify various barriers to effective 
collaboration between stakeholders in the context of sustainable tourism. However, 
there still remained some unanswered research questions. They were: 
Are those inherent attributes of sustainable tourism (ambiguity, contradiction, 
potential conflicts between public and private sector, strong demand for a 
change of attitudes and behaviours and monitoring difficulties), which have 
been identified in the literature review, unique to sustainable tourism, or do 
other areas, such as conventional tourism, have the same attributes? 
Are those barriers to effective collaboration identified in the first stage 
research unique to sustainable tourism, or do other areas, such as conventional 
tourism, face the same problems? 
How can those barriers be interpreted in the context of sustainable tourism? 
Are there any relationships between the intrinsic attributes of sustainable 
tourism and those barriers? 
According to the first stage research, community residents are excessively 
oriented towards the economic benefits of tourism. If this is the case, then is 
community empowerment a proper way to enhance the effectiveness of 
collaboration and/or sustainability in tourism development? 
Although the fourth question was not included in the initial research questions, it 
was appropriate to be addressed, because the issue of community participation is one 
of the key elements of sustainable tourism and relates to whether it positively affects 
the long term viability of environmental and cultural resources for tourism or not. As 
noted earlier, the first stage research was also intended to inform the second stage, so 
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adding a ftirther objective on the basis of the research fmdings is consistent with the 
research logic. 
In order to answer these research questions, the second stage research aims to: 
9 Identify the differences between sustainable tourism and conventional tourism 
in teims of the intrinsic attributes which are believed to be unique to 
sustainable tourism; 
9 Identify the differences between sustainable tourism and conventional tourism 
in terms of the degree of hindrance to effective collaboration; 
Identify the relationships between the intrinsic attributes of sustainable tourism 
and each barrier to effective collaboration; and 
* Identify attitudes of community residents towards sustainable tourism and 
interpreting these in the context of barriers to collaboration. 
5.5.2 Theoretical framework of the second stage research 
A theoretical framework is a conceptual model of how one makes logical sense of 
the relationships among the several factors that may have been identified as important 
to a problem (Sekaran, 2000). 
In the second stage research, two groups of variables were considered. The first 
was associated with the attributes of sustainable tourism. As previously argued in the 
literature review, sustainable tourism is supposed to have characteristics that can 
distinguish it from other forms of tourism like conventional tourism. For the second 
stage research, five attributes were selected as variables to be tested. 
" Ambiguity of the concept 
" Contradictory features 
" Potential conflicts between public and private sector 
" Demand for changes of attitudes and behaviours 
" Monitoring difficulties 
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The second group of variables is associated with the barriers to effective 
collaboration, which were identified in the first stage research and literature review. 
Twenty-two variables that were in the lowest dimension in the construct of barriers 
were selected (see Table 5.3). 
Table 5.3: The construct of barriers 
Main categories Sub-categories The lowest level of barriers 
Structural Level Institutional Conflicting goals and missions 
system Lack of formal process of collaboration 
Inefficiency of legal system to support the project 
Administrative Top-down decision making 
limitation Frequent transfers of civil servants 
Inflexible budget management system 
Collaboration Low priority given to environmental issues 
environment No convenors 
Power differences between stakeholders 
Industrial High profitability of current industry 
structure 
Stakcholderlevel Barriers related Sceptical attitudes toward government policy 
to attitudes and Feeling of opposition 
perceptions Lack of appreciation of interdependency 
Gap between collective interest and personal 
interest 
Lack of incentives 
Feeling of relative deprivation 
Barriers related Lack of knowledge of environmental issue 
to capability Poor leadership 
Limited ability of community people 
Lack of experience in collaboration 
Financial and time constraint 
Lack of discussion skill 
Source: Author's own work 
As previously noted, one of the objectives of the second stage research is to identify 
the relationships between the attributes of sustainable tourism and the barriers to 
collaboration. The relationships between the two groups of variables are shown in 
Figure 5.4. 
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5.5.3 Research hypotheses 
As the second stage research is basically a hypotheses testing study, the hypotheses to 
be tested need to be presented before data analysis is undertaken. There are four main 
subjects for hypotheses in this research: attributes of sustainable tourism; barriers to 
effective collaboration; attitudes towards the policy tools of sustainable tourism; 
relationships between attributes of sustainable tourism and barriers. 
With regard to barriers to effective collaboration, the 7 variables that were 
extracted from 22 barriers by factor analysis were used to set up hypotheses. 
The four main null hypotheses and related sub-hypotheses are presented in the 
following. 
Hlo: There will be no difference between two the cases (Gacheon and Jungmun) 
in terms of the degree of the attributes of sustainable tourism. 
* Hl. lo: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of the perceived wnbiguity of the concept. 
9 HI. 2o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of perceived contradiction. 
e HI. 3o: There will be no difference between the two cases in tenns of the 
degree of potential conflicts between public and private sector perceived by 
respondents. 
* H1.4o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of perceive demand for changes of attitudes and behaviours. 
* Hl. 5o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of perceived difficulties in monitoring. 
H2o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the overall 
degree of hindrance to effective collaboration. 
* H2.1o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of limited ability to achieve effective collaboration. 
9 H2.2o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of administrative and institutional limitations. 
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e H2.3o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of individualism. 
9 H2.4o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of conflicts and mistrust. 
9 H2.5o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of lack of incentives. 
9 H2.6o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of constrained resources to collaborate. 
* H2.7o: There will be no difference between the two cases in terms of the 
degree of high profitability of current industry. 
H3o: There will be no difference between stakeholder groups in Gacheon green 
tourism in terms of the attitudes towards policy tools for sustainable tourism. 
H4o: There will be no relationships between attributes of sustainable tourism 
and the degree of hindrance to effective collaboration. 
e H4.1o: The five attributes of sustainable tourism will not significantly explain 
the variance in the degree of limited ability to achieve effective collaboration. 
H4.2o: The five attributes of sustainable tourism will not signific , antly explain 
the variance in the degree of administrative and institutional limitations. 
* H4.3o: The five attributes of sustainable tourism will not significantly explain 
the variance in the degree of individualism. 
9 H4.4o: The five attributes of sustainable tourism will not significantly explain 
the variance in the degree of conflicts and mistrust. 
e H4.5o: The five attributes of sustainable tourism will not significantly explain 
the variance in the degree of lack of incentives. 
* H4.6o: The five attributes of sustainable tourism will not significantly explain 
the variance in the degree of constrained resources to collaborate. 
* H4.7o: The five attributes of sustainable tourism will not significantly explain 
the variance in the degree of high profitability of current industry. 
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5.5.4 Selection of cases 
Gacheon green tourism development was selected as a case of sustainable tourism 
development for two reasons. First, Gacheon green tourism intends to follow the 
principles of sustainable tourism development, as revealed in the first stage research. 
Second, as this case was surveyed in the first stage research, the feasibility of the 
study can be enhanced, not only because the researcher has already obtained detailed 
information to build up a sample design, but also because it would be more practical 
to access that area and respondents than undertaking a new case. 
Jungmun resort tourism development in Jeju Island was selected as a case of 
conventional tourism development. It can be positioned at the other end of the 
spectrum of sustainability suggested by Turner et al (1994) as it represents weak 
sustainability, which allows free substitution of natural resources with human-made 
capital, while Gacheon green tourism is a representative of strong sustainability, 
which aims to maintain the natural capital stock. The Jungmun tourism complex has 
been developed by the Korean government according to a Tourism Site Development 
Plan, which is based on the Tourism Promotion Act. The main objective of these 
plans is to develop an area as a popular tourist destination to maximise the number of 
visitors and economic benefits. Therefore, with regard to these plans, environmental 
concerns and community participation are not considered to be important issues 
(MCT, 2002a). As both of the cases are located in the same country (South Korea), 
some environmental factors that may exacerbate the difference between cases can be 
avoided. That is to say, if the two cases were selected from different countries, 
historical, cultural and political differences between the countries may affect the 
results of any comparison between cases. There are three other reasons for selecting 
Jungmun resort tourism in particular, even though there are similar examples of 
tourist complex development in South Korea (there are 9 tourist complexes designated 
by Korean government) (MCT, 2002a). First, among these tourist complexes., the 
Jungmun resort complex has not only been developed for the longest period (since 
1978), but it is also regarded as the most -well-known case among the tourist 
complexes. Thus, it is thought to be easier to identify stakeholder groups than in other 
cases, which is a critical element for estimating the size of the population. Also, 
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stakeholders are expected have clear opinions about the issues relating to this case 
because of good awareness of it. Second, the Jungmun resort is also still expanding, 
according to the second stage development plan, so this case is expected to show 
dynamic features with regard to stakeholders partnership issues, just as Gacheon 
green tourism development does. Third, as the Jungmun tourist complex is close to 
Gacheon village, the feasibility of the field research can be enhanced in terms of 
accessibility and saving time and money. 
Figure 5.5: Location of Jungmun tourist complex and Gacheon village 
South Korea 
[i] Seoul 
13 
C3 
usan 
Gadieon village 
(ý; 
F-UL tourist Complex 
Source: MCT (2002b) 
Jungmun resort tourism development 
Jungmun tourist complex is a large-scale comprehensive tourist resort located on the 
South coast of Sackdal Dong (village), at the west end of Seogwipo city in Jeju Island 
(see Figure 5.5). 
This complex provides accommodation facilities for more 5,000 guests and 
includes golf courses, beaches, a marine park, a botanical garden, shopping centres 
and recreation facilities (MCT, 2002a). 
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Jungmun resort tourism development project began in 1978 under the Tourist 
Complex Development Act, which was integrated into the Tourism Promotion Act in 
1991. According to this Act, a tourist complex is defined as a "geographical area 
designated to provide comprehensive tourism facilities and services for tourists" 
(MCT, 2004). Some of the main objectives of developing a tourist complex are given 
as expanding leisure space for the enhancement of people's welfare, facilitating 
inbound tourism and generating regional income (Jang, 2000). From 1978 to 1995, the 
first stage of development was implemented by an investment of L300 million, some 
12% of this coming from the central government and KNTO (Korea National Tourism 
Organisation). In the second stage, KNTO invested E35 million to purchase the site 
and prepare the expansion of the complex. 
This project has been recognised for revitalising the local economy by creating 
jobs, as well as increasing the level of income. The complex employed 2,354 
employees and 78% of them were local resident in 2002 (KNTO, 2003). There are 
four five-star hotels and one four star hotel, one condominium, one botanic garden, 
one 18-hole golf course, one botanic garden, one beach and one marine park in the 
Jungmun tourist complex (MCT, 2002b). 
5.5.5 Sampling methods 
There are two population groups for this research. The first is a group of 
stakeholders who are involved in Gacheon green tourism and the other one are those 
in the Jungmun resort. The geographical area of this survey is South Korea, which is 
the same as in the first stage research. Taking the data analysis methods that will be 
employed for this research (e. g., multiple regression and MANOVA) into 
consideration, a sample size of 150-200 for each group is estimated to be appropriate 
to meet the requirements of multivariate analysis (Hair et al, 1998). 
Each of the two population groups was divided into five sub-groups respectively. 
Table 5.4 shows the overall size of the population of each stakeholder group in the 
second stage research. 
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Table 5.4: Estimated population of each stakeholder group 
Cases Sub Representing population Estimated 
categories population 
Gacheon Central Public servants in the Ministry of Agriculture 84 
green government and Rural Department Administration 
tourism Local Public servants in Agricultural Division in 52 
government Namhae Agricultural Technology Centre, 
Culture and Tourism Division in Namhae 
County Office and Environmental and 
Forestation Division in Namhae County Office 
Tourism Staffs in Gisco Grand View, Web-tour Design 63) 
industry and Pension owners 
NGOs Members in Namhae County Branch of Korean 76 
Federation for Environmental Movement 
Community Residents in Gacheon village 164 
residents 
Jungmun Central Public servants in the Tourism Bureau in the 57 
resort government Ministry of Culture and Tourism and in tile 
tourism Resource Development Division in Korean 
National Tourism Organisation 
Local Public servants in the Tourism Promotion 47 
government Division in Jeju Provincial Government and in 
the Tourism Promotion Division in Seogwipo 
City Hall. 
Tourism Staffs in Shila Hotel, Lotte Hotel, Hayatt Hotel, 94 
industry Jungmun Golf course, Yeomijy Botanic Garden, 
Korea Travels and Teddy Bear Museum 
NGOs Members of Jeju Agenda 21 88 
Community Residents in Saekdal village in Segwipo city 298 
residents 
Source: JPG (2004), KCTRI (2002), MCT (2005), MAF (2005), Narnhae County 
Authority (2005) and Korean National Tourism Organisation (2005) 
In order to make sure of obtaining a balanced number of respondents from each 
stakeholder group, a stratified sampling method was initially employed. Considering 
400 respondents in total are sufficient for this study, 200 were allocated to each case 
(Gacheon and Jungmun) and 40 samples were allocated to each stakeholder group 
subsequently. 
Although the population of community residents in both cases is larger than other 
stakeholder groups, the same size sample was used because sample size is not a 
function of the size of population but of the variability of the characteristics in the 
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population (Churchill, 1999). In terms of variability of the population, community 
residents were not likely to have a higher degree of variability than other stakeholder 
groups, because they have lived in the same geographical area for a long time, while 
other stakeholder groups are composed of different organisations and people from 
different backgrounds. 
A convenience sampling method was employed to collect data from members of 
the population in each stakeholder group. Although simple random sampling is the 
best sampling method in terms of securing minimum bias and generalisability, it was 
not employed for this research because an entirely updated listing of the population 
was not available for this study. 
5.5.6 Questionnaire development 
5.5.6.1 Questionnaire design 
The questionnaire consists of eight sections. In the first section, the questions are 
about the attributes of sustainable tourism. Although respondents from Jungmun 
resort tourism were also given the same questions in this section, the term 
"sustainable tourism" was replaced by "resort tourisrif 'for them, in order to identify if 
they have the same perceptions and attitudes toward resort tourism as the stakeholders 
in Gacheon have towards sustainable tourism. 
More than two questions were asked to measure each variable (attribute), because 
one question alone was not felt adequate to cover the generality of the concepts. In the 
first section, a Likert scale was employed to examine how strongly subjects agreed or 
disagreed with a statement on a 5-point scale. Table 5.5 shows the linkages between 
variables representing attributes and questions. 
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Table: 5.5: Variables and questions in the first section* 
Variables Questions 
Ambiguity 01 have known about sustainable tourism (resort tourism). 
0 The concept of sustainable tourism (resort tourism) is 
ambiguous, so it is hard to define it clearly. 
Contradictory 0 Sustainable tourism (resort tourism) seems to have diverse 
aspects objectives conflicting each other. 
* There is a contradiction between increasing economic 
benefits and protecting the natural environment. 
Potential 0 There are potential conflicts between the public and private 
conflicts sector with regard to sustainable tourism (resort tourism). 
between public 9 The tourism industry tends to be apathetic toward or 
and private opposed to sustainable tourism (resort tourism). 
sector 0 The tourism industry's activities need to be regulated more 
strongly to achieve the objective of sustainable tourism 
(resort tourism). 
High demand 0 For the success of sustainable tourism (resort tourism), 
for changes of there should be considerable change in people's attitudes 
attitudes and and behaviours. 
behaviours 0 Sustainable tourism (resort tourism) is at odds with current 
ways of thinking, which are oriented toward economic 
benefits. 
0 More positive and proactive roles of community residents 
are needed for the success of sustainable tourism (resort 
tourism). 
Difficulties in 0 There are limitations to developing tools to evaluate the 
monitoring success of sustainable tourism (resort tourism). 
9 The regular assessment of sustainable tourism development 
is crucial for the success of sustainable tourism. 
Source: Author's own work 
* The wording used above represents a translation from the Korean version of the 
questionnaire that was actually used in the survey. 
In the second and the third sections, objectives of and -policy tools for sustainable 
tourism were queried. The questions in this section were only given to the respondents 
from Gacheon's case, because this section did not intend to compare two cases. With 
regard to the objectives of sustainable tourism, respondents were required to choose 
two items from eight. In the case of policy tools for sustainable tourism, nine 
statements were given and respondents were asked to present their opinions by using 
the Likert scale ranging from I (very unimportant) to 5 (very important). 
In order to identify the perceived degree of importance and responsibility of each 
stakeholder group, in the fourth section, respondents from both cases were asked to 
evaluate the importance of each stakeholder group (central government, local 
government, tourism industry, NGOs, local community, local press and tourists) by 
using the Likert scale. These questions were asked to all the respondents from both 
cases. 
In the fifth section, respondents were given indicators to assess the success of 
sustainable tourism (resort tourism) and asked to evaluate the difficulties of indicators 
in assessment. There were nine indicators given to the respondents from economic 
indicators to environmental indicators. This section aims at comparing the perceived 
difficulties in evaluating indicators of sustainable tourism with those in resort tourism. 
These questions were also asked to all the respondents from both cases. 
The sixth section of the questionnaire deals with measuring the perceived degree of 
hindrance of each barrier to collaboration. Just one question for each barrier was 
given. There are two reasons for this: first, as each barrier is concrete and highly 
specific there is no need to ask multiple questions to measure it; and, second, if more 
than two questions were given for each barrier there would have been too many 
questions to be dealt by respondents. In this section as well a Likert scale was used. 
Table 5.6 shows the variables representing barriers to effective collaboration and 
equivalent questions employed. 
In the seventh section, two questions were asked to identify the expectation level of 
stakeholders. The first question was about the expectation of the benefits from the 
project, and the second one was about the expectation of the chance of 
implementation of this project. 
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Table 5.6: Barriers and questions in the fifth section of the questionnaire 
Conflictinu ooals and There are conflicts between organisations or stakeholder proups 
missions in terms of objectives and missions. 
Lack of formal process of There is no institutional ised formal process of collaboration to 
collaboration induce or enforce the stakeholders to participate in 
collaboration. 
Inefficiency of legal There is no proper legal system to support this project 
system to support tourism effectively. 
development 
Top-down decision Most of the important decisions are made by persons in high 
making positions or central government. 
Frequent transfers of civil Civil servants in charge of this project are transferred too 
servants frequently. 
Inflexible budget There is no flexibility in allocating and implementing 
allocation and government budget. 
implementation system 
Low priority of It is hard to expect active roles or involvernent of environmental 
environmental issues organisations, because environmental issues are still given low 
priority. 
No convenors It is hard to find convenors to facilitate and coordinate the 
effective collaboration. 
Power differences between Decision making power is unequally distributed to stakeholder 
stakeholders groups. 
High profitability of There is no need for introduction or expansion of tourism, 
current industry because it does not secure more incorne than other industries. 
Sceptical attitudes toward Most stakeholders do not believe in the effectiveness and 
government policy reliability of government policy. 
Feeling of opposition There is feeling of opposition between stakeholders. 
Lack of appreciation of Most stakeholders do not seem to appreciate the 
interdependency interdependence among themselves with regard to this project. 
Gap between collective There is a wide gap between collective interests and personal 
interest and personal interests. 
interest 
Lack of incentives I don't think this project ca 
,n 
bring me lots of benefits. 
Feeling of relative Many people feel relative deprivation with regard to this 
deprivation project. 
Lack of knowledge of People do not seem to know much about the environmental 
environmental issue issues. 
Poor leadership The leader of this project. 
Limited ability of There are limitations to community's ability to manage this 
community people project effectively. 
Lack of experience in Many people involved in this project lack experience of 
collaboration collaboration. 
Financial and time There are financial and time constraints for me to participate in 
constraint the collaboration process. 
Lack of discussion skill Many people are not good at productive discussion. 
Source: Author's own work 
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The eighth section of this questionnaire aimed at identifying each stakeholder 
group's attitude towards other stakeholder groups in terms of reliability, 
interdependency and feeling of opposition. Like other sections, a Likert scale was 
employed. 
In the ninth section, objectives of and policy tools for Gacheon green tourism 
were queried. This section is different from the second section, as it deals with the 
stakeholders' opinions about the specific sustainable tourism case, rather than the 
general situation. The questions in this section were only given to the respondents 
from Gacheon, because this section was not supposed to compare the two cases. 
Respondents were required to choose two items from multiple objectives and policy 
tools respectively. 
The last section aimed at collecting general information about stakeholders. In this 
section, four questions (group status, gender, age and dwelling periods) were asked. 
5.5.6.2 Pilot study 
It is crucial to precede major fieldwork by conducting a pilot study to help the 
researcher to identify and eliminate possible problems before the main survey. This 
pilot study was conducted in September 2004. Fifteen Korean students who were 
studying tourism in the University of Surrey were randomly selected and asked to fill 
out the questionnaire. The focus of the pilot study was to find out which, if any, 
questions were difficult to understand and to identify any problems associated with 
the overall structure of the questionnaire. 
The piloting procedure revealed three problems in general. The first problem 
pointed out by most respondents was that it would be difficult for those respondents 
who had never heard of sustainable tourism to answer the first section of the 
questionnaire, which asks about the opinions of attributes of sustainable tourism. To 
solve this problem, the generally accepted meanings and practical examples of 
sustainable tourism development were briefly introduced in the first section to 
enhance understanding of the questions. The second problem was that there was some 
confusion in the understanding of the context of some questions. These were mostly 
caused by abstract words, jargon or vagueness of expression, and thus the researcher 
changed some of those words into more specific and practical ones and also tried to 
avoid using ambiguous expressions such as 'it seems', 'it is likely that' or 'more or 
less'. Redundancy of questions was also indicated by respondents as a problem. To 
avoid these redundancies, the researcher removed some of the overlapping questions 
or integrated them. 
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5.5.7 Questionnaire administration 
The questionnaire survey was administered by using a personally administered 
interview. Although telephone interviews or mail questionnaires can be useful to save 
time and money, they do not always secure a high response rate, which was critical 
for this survey. As already noted, it is essential for the validity of this research to 
ensure a high response rate from all the five stakeholder groups. 
The questionnaires were distributed and collected by the researcher at the place 
where the field survey took place with the help of key agents. The respondents were 
asked to complete the questionnaires by themselves, but in case the respondents 
needed assistance due to personal disabilities, such as illiteracy or bad sight, the 
researcher was there to help them. Slightly different tactics were applied to each 
stakeholder groups, in consideration of different situations and characteristics. 
Questionnaires were distributed to the respondents of the central government, 
the local government and tourism industry and collected with the help of key 
agents in each organisation. To ensure a high response rate, the researcher 
visited each organisation in person and explained the purpose of this survey, 
giving instructions to the agents on how to fill out this questionnaire. 
Considering the low educational level and high number of the aged people in 
the case of community residents, the researcher administered the questionnaire 
survey to this group face-to-face. When visiting each household, the 
researcher was accompanied by a leader of the village who provided 
information about each respondent and introduced the researcher to the 
respondents. 
In the case of NGOs, because of the difficulties in making contacts with 
respondents, due to the distant areas where the members of the environmental 
groups live, the researcher participated in general meetings and administered 
the questionnaire survey at these meetings with the help of a key member of 
each group. 
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5.5.8 Data analysis methods 
As a hypothesis testing study, several quantitative analysis techniques were employed 
for the second stage research, which ranged from simple descriptive statistics to more 
complex techniques like ANOVA (Analysis of Variance), MANOVA (Multivariate 
Analysis of Variance), multiple regression and factor analysis. 
The descriptive statistics employed included simple frequency, percentage, mean 
and standard deviation, which provide frequencies and statistical characteristics of 
each variable. This allowed the researcher to identify the general attitudes of the two 
groups of respondents towards the objective of and practical tools for sustainable 
tourism and resort tourism respectively. 
5.5.8.1 Factor analysis 
Factor analysis was developed to explore and discover the main construct or 
dimension in the data matrix (Kline, 1993). Factor analysis is useful to reduce large 
numbers of variables to a more generalised, smaller number of variables by testing 
inter-correlations between variables, while still retaining their original character. This 
technique is normally used as a preliminary procedure for multivariate data analysis, 
such as Multiple Regression and MANOVA. Factor analysis can also contribute to 
minimisation of multicollinearity, which happens on account of strong relationships 
between variables within independent or dependent variable groups (Hair et al, 1998). 
In this research, variables relating to the barriers to effective collaboration (22 
variables) were tested by factor analysis. 
There are two types of factor analysis: exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analysis (Hair et al, 1998). As the purpose of the factor analysis in this research is to 
identify any inter-relationships among a set of variables as a preliminary procedure 
for multivariate data analysis, exploratory factor analysis was adopted. 
Although determining the number of factors which best represent the underlying 
relationship among the variables is generally believed to be up to the researcher, there 
are commonly used techniques, such as latent root criterion, percentage of variance 
scree test and heterogeneity of the respondents (Hair et al, 1998). In this research, the 
latent root criterion (eigenvalues) and scree test were used. Using an eigenvalue for 
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establishing a cut-off is most reliable when the number of variables is between 20 and 
50 (there are 22 variables indicating barriers to collaboration in this research) (Hair et 
al, 1998). 
Factor loading refers to the correlation between each factor retained and each of 
the original variables. The factor loading will be high if a variable is closely related to 
a factor. With regard to determining the significance of factor loading, this study 
employed guidelines for identifying significant factor loadings based on the sample 
size suggested by Hair et al (1999) as shown in Table 5.7. 
Table5.7: Guidelines for identifyiing significant factor loadings based on sample size. 
Factor loading Sample Size Needed for 
Significance 
. 30 350 
. 35 250 
. 40 200 
. 45 150 
. 50 120 
. 55 100 
. 60 85 
. 65 70 
. 70 60 
. 75 50 
Source: Hair et al (1998) 
Considering the sample size of this study is 345,0.35 is set as an acceptable factor 
loading and cut off value for this study. 
5.5.8.2 T-test and ANOVA 
T-test and ANOVA are used in order to compare more than two different groups and 
conditions. In this study, a T-test was employed to identify differences between two 
cases in terms of the attributes of sustainable tourism, and ANOVA was employed to 
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identify differences among five stakeholder groups in the Gacheon's case with regard 
to the policy tools for sustainable tourism. 
To interpret the results of a T-test or ANOVA, the meaning of the F-ratio and p- 
value need to be delineated. The F-ratio is the ratio of between-groups estimate of 
variance (the differences between groups) and within-groups estimate of variance 
(general variability of respondents within the groups). This ratio is a measure of how 
much variance is attributable to the different treatments (e. g., different marketing 
techniques, different age groups or different stakeholder groups) versus the variance 
expected from random sampling. Because differences tend to inflate the between- 
groups estimate of variance, large values of the F statistic lead to the rejection of the 
null hypothesis of no difference in means across groups. The p-value in ANOVA 
represents the probability of getting the F-ratio by chance alone. The p-value needs to 
be less than 0.05 for the F-ratio to be regarded as significant (Brace et al, 2000). 
5.5.8.3 MANOVA 
As a type of multivariate data analysis, the null hypothesis tested is the equality of 
vectors of means on multiple dependent variables across groups (Hair et al, 1998). In 
other words, the values of diverse dependent variables are considered at the same time 
to compare different groups. In this study, MANOVA was used to identify the overall 
difference between two tourism development cases in terms of the degree of barriers 
to effective collaboration. The unique aspect of MANOVA is that the variate (a linear 
combination of variables) optimally combines the multiple dependent measures into a 
single value that maximises the differences across groups. 
There are three conditions to be met for the MANOVA to be valid: 1) the 
observations must be independent, 2) the variance-covariance matrices must be equal 
for all treatment groups and 3) the set of dependent variables must follow a 
multivariate normal distribution (Hair et al, 1998). 
In order to estimate the significance of group differences, four' criteria for 
significance testing (Pillai's trace, Wilks' lamda, Hostelling's trace and Roy's gcr) 
were employed to increase the validity of the result (Jeong & Choi, 2001). 
With regard to interpretation of the MANOVA results, a post hoc test was used to 
assess which of the dependent variables contributed to the overall differences 
indicated by the statistics. This test is essential, because there may be a subset of 
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variables in the set of variables that accentuates the differences, whereas another 
subset of variables may be non-significant or may mask the significant effects of the 
remainder. 
5.5.8.4 Linear multiple regression 
Multiple regression is a statistical technique that is based on correlation but allows 
for a more sophisticated exploration of the interrelationship among a set of variables 
(Pallant, 2001). In other words, multiple regression is a statistical relationship 
between a single dependent variable and multiple independent variables. In this study, 
multiple regression was employed to identify the statistical relationship between 
attributes of sustainable tourism and each barrier to collaboration. To do that, 
variables representing attributes of sustainable tourism were treated as independent 
variables and each variable representing attributes of sustainable tourism was treated 
as a dependent variable. 
The R square (RI) statistic is the square of a measured correlation between the 
observed value and the predicted value and indicates the proportion of the variance in 
the criterion variable that is accounted for by the model. Therefore, the larger the RI, 
the more the dependent variable is associated with the independent variable. However, 
although the R square provides an indication of the explanatory power of the model, it 
does not indicate the level of significance. The F-ratio provides a measure of this 
significance. A larger F-ratio means that the model has more explained by variance. 
The p-value needs to be less than 0.05 for the F-ratio, to be regarded as significant 
(Brace et al, 2000). 
5.6. Limitations of this study 
5.6.1 Characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism 
As pioneering research, this study made an assumption, based on literature review, 
that sustainable tourism has characteristic attributes that distinguish it from 
conventional tourism. Although this study attempted to identify that sustainable 
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tourism is more likely to show these attributes, the existence of each of these 
attributes needs to be corroborated further by widening the number of cases of 
sustainable tourism and deepening the investigation into them in future studies. 
5.62 Relationships between baniers and effectiveness of collaboration 
This study identified a linkage between the attributes of sustainable tourism and 
barriers to collaboration. However, this study was not developed to identify the 
linkages between those barriers and the effectiveness of collaboration, which can be 
suggested as an important subject for future research. To do so, effective collaboration 
may need to be systematically conceptualised based on the four categories suggested 
in this study and then new techniques to evaluate the effectiveness of collaboration 
need to be developed (e. g., indicators of effective collaboration). 
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5.63 The Umitations of data coffection in the case ofJanghang toudsm 
As Janghang fishing village tourism has not been documented by the local 
government since 1997, it was difficult for the researcher to find government 
documents or official records regarding this project. Therefore, a large part of the 
information was collected from academic reports and local newspapers. Some of the 
respondents also seemed to have difficulties in remembering all the details about this 
project, which had taken place at least 7 years ago, so their remarks had to be cross- 
checked by comparing them with other secondary data. 
5.6.4 Measuring the degree of hindrances 
In the second stage research, the degree of hindrance to collaboration was measured 
based on the perceptions of respondents, as in the cases of Selin and Myers' (1998) 
and Selin et al's (2000) studies on the factors of effective collaboration. Therefore, the 
results might be affected by the subjectivity of each respondent. However, building up 
a more objective and comprehensive measurement for each barrier is beyond the 
scope of this research. 
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5.6.5 Sampling methods 
Although simple random sampling is the best sampling method in terms of securing 
minimum bias and representativeness, it was not employed for this research, because 
an up-to-date listing of the population was not available. However, the use of 
convenient sampling is not likely to cause significant problems with securing 
representativeness in this study, considering the relatively small size of the population. 
5.7 Conclusions 
The objective of this research is to identify barriers to effective collaboration in 
sustainable tourism. Based on this research objective, this chapter, firstly, discussed 
the advantages of using triangulation techniques to justify combining two different 
methods in this research. Primarily, this research is an exploratory study, as 
collaboration in sustainable tourism has not really been investigated in detail before. 
Therefore, "analysis of selected cases" as a first step was employed to explore barriers 
to effective collaboration. Although the first study is expected to identify barriers to 
collaboration in the context of sustainable tourism, the results of it have limitations to 
address all the research questions. Quantitative techniques that use multivariate data 
analysis methods can not only strengthen the results of first research, but also enhance 
the overall validity of the study. 
The following chapter will present the identified barriers to effective collaboration 
in sustainable tourism, as resulting from the first stage research, and suggest a need 
for conducting second stage research. 
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Chapter VI: Results of the first stalle research 
6.1 Introduction 
The results of the data analysis identified several factors that may be hindering 
effective collaboration for sustainable tourism. Although some of them have already 
been suggested by previous research, some other factors were newly identified in this 
survey. Those barriers identified from both cases were broadly classified into two 
groups: the structural level and the stakeholders' level. 
Before presenting barriers to collaboration identified in this study, it would be 
useful to briefly compare the two cases in terms of adopting principles of sustainable 
tourism and effectiveness of collaboration. In general, Janghang fishing village 
tourism showed diverse aspects as a failed case. In terms of sustainability, Janghang 
tourism did not appear to try to follow any principles of sustainable tourism. With 
regard to environmental concern, no evidence was found to indicate that this project 
intended to preserve environmental resources. A newly built road on the beach was 
revealed not only to spoil the village views, but also to destroy the beach. New 
buildings for tourist facilities did not seem to consider the environmental impact, and 
a sea water swimming pool was revealed to fail to attract tourists (this pool opens only 
for two months a year). There were no home stay accommodations run by community 
residents. Most respondents once involved in Janghang village tourism did not appear 
to understand the meaning of sustainable tourism and even showed apathy towards 
envirom-nental protection. In terms of collaboration, Janghang's case also showed 
many negative aspects. There was no participation from environmental agencies or 
non-governmental organizations in this project, despite the importance of their roles 
to address environmental issues. Conflicts and mistrusts between stakeholder groups 
and among community residents were revealed to decisively affect the failure of this 
project. 
On the other hand, Gacheon village tourism showed many positive features as a 
sustainable tourism development case. Most respondents from Gacheon' case showed 
considerable concern over environmental protection and community participation. 
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There was a close relationship between local government and community residents. 
Community residents also showed a high level of expectation and enthusiasm 
regarding this project. The community leader also seemed to be trusted by residents 
and showed effective leadership. Although Gacheon village tourism can be regarded 
as a successful case, it also appeared to face diverse challenges in order to achieve 
effective collaboration and consequently sustainability in tourism development. 
Barriers to collaboration in this research have been identified either by examining 
these contrasting features between two cases or by investigating problems both of the 
two cases faced. In the next section, barriers at the structural level will be presented, 
followed by barriers at the stakeholder level. 
6.2 Findings 
6.2.1 Structural level barriers 
6.2.1.1 Institutional limitations 
Different goals and missions among stakeholder groups hinder collaboration (Selin et 
al, 1998; Taylor, 2000; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). These conflicting goals and 
missions were identified as hindering factors in both case studies. With regard to 
collaboration between the departments in the central government, there seemed to be 
no proper collaborative relationships between the Ministry of Culture & Tourism 
(MCT) and the Ministry of Agriculture & Forest (MAF) in these projects. According 
to a respondent in the tourism development division of MCT, the main objective of 
his organisation is to increase foreign visitors by providing tourism infrastructure and 
promoting Korean tourism. Thus, promoting rural tourism or sustainable tourism 
development is not their main concern, but the respondent argued that this kind of task 
needs to be handled by another department. Also, the conflicting missions of 
environmental groups and the tourism development department in the local 
goverm-nent were revealed to be very severe (Lovelock, 2002). The two organisations 
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showed a sharpening conflict in relation to the new Namhae tourism development 
project, especially in the case of a tourism development plan, by which the local 
government intends to develop a swampy area into a resort town. 
The lack of institutions supporting stakeholder participation in the collaboration 
process was also identified as another barrier. As Parker (2000) noted, lack of durable 
framework can bring about inability in motivating participants to continue and 
redirect the problem. In the case of the Janghang village tourism project, there was no 
official committee to handle diverse issues and coordinate different interests of 
stakeholders. Most decisions about tourism development were made by a local civil 
servant who was in charge of this project. Although there have been frequent 
meetings between the civil servant and community residents, there were no 
opportunities for tourism business or environmental groups to participate in the 
decision making process. On the other hand, in the case of Gacheon village, many 
policy issues were discussed in the Namhae Agricultural Tourism Promotion Council 
(NATPC), which was established under the supervision of Namhae Agricultural 
Technology Centre (NATC) in 2002. It is supposed that this council contributed to 
building a collaborative decision making process, and, as a consequence, there were 
few conflicts in the case of Gacheon village tourism. Nonetheless, there still seemed 
to be limitations for environmental groups to exercise their influence over the tourism 
policy. According to the director-general of Namhae County Branch of Korean 
Federation for Environmental Movement (NKFEM): 
It is true that I'm a member of NATPC at the moment, and I forward 
my opinions about environmental issues whenever I attend that 
meeting. But the problem is I'm joining this council as an individual 
who has expertise in environment, not as an official representative of 
environment groups. So, they have no obligation to accept and reflect 
my opinion in the tourism policies. Even if I am strongly against a 
plan, they do what they intended at the first hand. Sometimes I feel 
frustration. 
The legal system was also identified as a factor that hampers active involvement of 
the tourism department. Most businesses participating in these tourism development 
projects are not tourism businesses in legal terms. Home-stay businesses, B&B, 
village restaurants, agricultural product shops and events operating businesses are not 
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designated as tourism businesses under the Tourism Promotion Act, which is 
controlled by MCT. Rather, these businesses are regulated by the Agriculture 
Improvement Act of which MAF is in charge. Thus, there are legal limitations for the 
tourism authorities to involve in policy-making process and support those businesses 
financially and politically. A respondent from the academic world criticized this legal 
limitation: 
I'm not happy with what tourism authorities are doing with regard to 
developing local tourism. I have no objection with government policy to try 
to promote international tourism. But it is time they should consider 
promoting local tourism more. However, it is shameful that there are no 
legal targets of local tourism development policy. Are there substantial 
tourism businesses that MCT can support or regulate in relation to rural area 
tourism? I don't think so. That's why MCT and tourism department in local 
government cannot be involved in the policy making and implementation 
process in relation to agricultural tourism. 
According to Tourism Promotion and Development Fund Act, the Tourism 
Development Fund can be provided for tourism businesses that are designated by the 
Tourism Promotion Act (MCT, 2004). Therefore, there is no legal basis for small 
scale local tourism businesses to get financial support from government. A deputy 
director of the tourism department in MCT admitted this problem, but he also 
commented as follows: 
There is a difference in changing speed between the real world and 
the institutional system like laws. Changing laws is a demanding job, 
which takes a very long time, because we have to go through many 
difficult procedures such as public hearings, co-ordinating different 
opinions between government departments and a final resolution by 
national assembly. It normally takes more than one year to finish all 
those procedures. Furthermore, the result can also be very 
disappointing, because occasionally our initial intention is diluted or 
distorted through political debate. 
The most frequently suggested issue in relation to institutional problems was who 
should pay the cost for preserving natural resources. This issue was clearly revealed in 
the case of Gacheon village tourism with regard to how to preserve the traditional 
terraced rice fields, which is a crucial tourism resource for Gacheon village as this 
provides an attractive view to visitors and as an consequence became a symbol of 
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Gacheon village. Most stakeholders from the community and local government 
strongly insisted on the need for the introduction of a new institutional support system 
for sustainable agricultural tourism. One of the community residents mentioned this 
issue: 
We are desperately in need of government support for preserving our 
traditional terraced field, which is a very important tourism resource. In 
terms of productivity, these fields have many disadvantages to cultivate. 
We have to plough this field using cows not a farm tractor, because they 
are small and the boundaries of each field are crooked. We do not use 
chemical fertilisers in consideration of environment, so the production 
per one Im2 is much lower than national average. So, the cost always 
exceeds the benefit. We cannot make profits from this field. Many fields 
have been deserted over the last three years. Many people say this field is 
a kind of cultural heritage. Therefore, government should pay the cost of 
preserving them. 
With regard to this request from community residents, however, a government 
officer in MAF showed a somewhat different opinion. As he mentioned, "The 
government recognises the need of a new institutional system to preserve farming 
land, but when we support national budget we have to consider the fairness of public 
policy. Some people may criticise that it can benefit only a small number of people 
who own terraced fields. There are another millions of farmers we have to take care of 
as well. I also think they can spend their money collected from tourism businesses in 
preserving the terraced fields". 
There is another institutional barrier resulting from the Agriculture Improvement 
Act. Even though a farm or house is designated to be a 'tourism farm' or a 'home stay 
business' in accordance with Agriculture Improvement Act, in order for the farmer or 
house owner to open their businesses, they have to get another licence to sell rooms 
and foods. These redundant regulations need to be revised to induce more community 
residents and the tourism industry's participation in agricultural tourism (Park & Song, 
2002). A respondent from a tourism consultant company complained: 
150 
There are too many regulations to do our businesses properly. Let 
me tell you one example. We are developing an agricultural tourism 
resort village and according to Agriculture Improvement Act, local 
government designated tourism developing zone in which we are 
allowed to build diverse kinds of tourism facilities from 
accommodations to sports centre. But the problem is each facility 
needs to get a different permission from local government on a 
different legal basis. It's ridiculous. 
6.2.1.2 Constraints related to public administration and process 
Policy and administrative constraints such as red tape, top-down decision making 
process, inertia and inflexibility are frequent obstacles to collaboration (Timothy, 
1998; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000; de Araujo & Bramwell, 2002). In these case 
studies, those factors in relation to the characteristics of public organisation were 
revealed to be some of the significant barriers to effective collaboration. 
First, top-down decision making process was identified by the interviewees in both 
cases. In the case of Janghang village tourism, this project was initiated by the 
Geongnam provincial government as a part of the National Fishing Village Tourism 
Plan (Kwon, 1995). The provincial government allocated the budget to this project 
first and then they tried to find suitable villages to implement this plan by supporting 
the already arranged fund (Gang, 1999). It was not until the government's 
development plan and budget had been set up that Namhae County Authority and 
local people started establishing specific plans within the limits of the budget. 
Respondents from the Janghang case commented that they decided to participate in 
this project because of the money the provincial government intended to spend on 
them. Gacheon village also demonstrated similar aspects as the case of Janghang 
village. According to the head of Gacheon village: 
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In 2001, this project was suggested by Agriculture Technology Centre in 
Narnhae as a part of traditional agricultural tourism village development 
plan that was established by MAR At first, we community people didn't 
know about this project. We just knew that the government would give us 
money. E50,000 was big money for a small village like us. So we decided 
to participate in this project. Every community resident was happy with 
this suggestion because of that money. After that, we started making a plan 
of what we were going to do with this money. In the first year we invested 
E45,000 to build an assembly hall for visitors because we thought even if 
we failed this project this building would remain in my village as a 
property. To be honest with you, I didn't expect this project would succeed 
like this. But now I also think we would have done much better than this if 
we were given more time to do previous research and discussion. 
This top-down decision making process has been indicated as one of the problematic 
aspects of the Korean administrative culture in connection with authoritarianism (Jang, 
1987; Han & Baek, 1990). It can be noted that the top-down decision making process 
not only constrains voluntary participation of community residents, but also fails to 
establish a substantial plan which can meet the real needs of local people (Augustyn, 
1998; Garrod, 2003). Furthermore, this type of decision making process may deprive 
participants of chances to maximise their capabilities to implement the plan 
successfully. 
Many respondents also indicated the inflexible budget supporting process as a 
hindering factor for collaboration. First, as tfie national budget is supported on an 
annual basis, it is hard for local governments to establish a long-term plans for 
sustainable tourism development. Second, when central government allocates budgets 
to local government, they designate spending areas too specifically, so it is hard to 
ensure flexibility in spending the money when it is necessary. In relation to the 
national budget supporting system, the attempts of civil. servants in local government 
to enlarge the allocation from the national budget as much as possible (Gang, 1999) 
was revealed as another barrier to inducing the tourism office to get involved in 
sustainable tourism projects. A deputy director of the tourism development division in 
Namhae County Authority noted: 
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I recognise the importance of sustainable tourism development, and I'm 
interested in it. But the sustainable tourism is not helpful to increase the budget 
from central government. The sustainable tourism is mostly related 
programmes, such as environmental education and developing eco-tourism 
products, which is not useful to enlarge budget. Our ability as civil servants in 
local government is evaluated by how much money we can secure from the 
central government. To do so, I have to focus on large-scale tourism 
development, such as Southern Coast Tourism Development, which was 
initiated by MCT. To maximise local public finance is my main concern. 
With regard to Gacheon village tourism, he also mentioned about the recent situation: 
Recently, I acknowledged the importance of the Gacheon village tourism 
project, and I am trying to collaborate with other offices in Namhae County 
for the success of this. I think this project can be helpful to secure a large 
amount of financial support from the central government. That's why I 
made a presentation about this Project when I visited the tourism 
department in the Ministry of Culture and Tourism. 
'Frequent transfers of public servants' was also indicated as one of factors that 
impeded the development of productive relationships. According to this research, 
there were two ways which frequent transfers of public servant can affect the 
collaboration negatively. The first one is that it can hinder the continuous 
relationships between stakeholders. One interviewee in the local government 
complained that "it took much time and energy for me to be intimately acquainted 
with the central government officer with regard to Janghang project. But after one 
year, the officer was transferred to a different position and a new guy came, and I had 
to start everything again. " This frequent transfer of public servants may also hinder 
building up a durable framework for collaboration (Parker, 2000). Second, it can also 
bring about a poor level of expertise of public servants. According to this survey, one 
of the important reasons why Gacheon village tourism has been more successful than 
Janghang is that the public servant in charge of this project has not been transferred 
since this project began in 2001. For this reason, she could not only maintain good 
relationships with community residents, but she could also develop know-how and 
expertise. In the case of Janghang village, the public servant's average term of service 
was no more than two years. 
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6.2.1.3 Collaboration environment 
The cultural and political environments surrounding the collaboration can have 
negative effects on the effectiveness of the collaboration (Gray, 1989; Sharply, 2000; 
Wight, 2002). In the case of Janghang village, the project was introduced in 1994, 
when tourism was unfamiliar to the people in the village. "At first, nobody in the 
village would listen to my idea. They didn't know what tourism was. They understood 
the tourism as a bad thing which could spoil the village", commented a public servant 
who was in charge of the Janghang project in 1994. On the contrary, in the case of 
Gacheon village, many people in the community had already recognised the 
importance of the tourism through the mass media or successful stories of other 
villages when the local government proposed this tourism project in 2001. The 
different atmosphere between the two villages is supposed to relate to the change of 
government policy in 1998. It was not until the inauguration of a new government in 
1998 that the tourism industry was regarded as a primary industry generating the 
economic growth of the country and supported wholeheartedly by government (MCT, 
2002a). After that, local government and people began to participate enthusiastically 
in developing the tourism industry in the area. 
With regard to environmental issues, the governor's philosophy and interest 
seemed to affect policy priority, which can hinder environmental group participation 
in tourism policy. This is a comment from a respondent in an environmental group: 
During the former governor's time, Namhae County Authority was 
interested in environmental issues in connection with tourism. So they 
tried to develop eco-tourism programme like bird watching and tidal flat 
area experience. The governor also established Namhae Environmental 
Conservation Committee (NECC) as a public organisation to discuss 
environmental issues. But everything has changed after a new governor 
was elected in 2002. His main concern is how to develop Namhae County 
as an international tourist destination, rather than environmentally sound 
one. So he started to develop a new golf course and tourism resort. The 
NECC also stopped its activities after his inauguration. He is ruining 
environment in Namhae. 
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The central government officer in MCT admitted that his department has not been 
involved in any policies relevant to sustainable development, because environmental 
issues are still not their highest priority. He mentioned the following: 
Protecting natural environment and preserving the unique view of a 
destination are very important to tourism. But public policies in 
pursuit of those objectives are not our chief concern. As a tourism 
authority, our duty given the highest priority is to promote 
international tourism to generate foreign currency and enhance my 
country's image. We also intend to promote domestic tourism by 
providing sufficient infrastructure, which will contribute to the 
extension of people's leisure activities and welfare. Although I 
recognise the importance of environmental issues in tourism and the 
tourism research institution has also been producing many policy 
reports in this area, I can tell you there has been no significant public 
policies regarding this matter so far. 
In South Korea, the environmental issues have never been included in the main 
goals of national public policy, so the voice of the environmental department has been 
relatively weak compared with economic or national defence related departments 
(Huh, 1999; Lee & Lee, 2000). This political atmosphere can hinder the active 
involvement of environmental agencies or environmental groups in the decision 
making process regarding sustainable tourism. A public servant in the Environment 
and Forestation division of Namhae County council noted, "I know the importance of 
environmental issues in tourism development and sometimes we request a tourism 
department to change their plan into a more environmentally friendly way. In most of 
cases, however, they would not comply with our demand unless it is legally 
mandatory. Many policy decisions are made politically. In terms of the power game, I 
think we are always losers". 
Centralised decision making power was also revealed to impede the participation of 
local government and community residents in the process of setting up tourism 
development plans. Although South Korea is now regarded as a democratised country, 
power centralisation is still indicated as a problem to be solved to enhance the 
efficiency of public administration (Oh, 2004). It can be noted that the centralised 
public administration process restricts the influence of community level groups on the 
planning process and on implementing plans (Joppe, 1996; Butler, 1999; Tosun, 
2000). In the case of Janghang tourism development, most of the important decisions 
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were already made by the provincial government without consulting with local 
government and community residents. Gacheon's case was also revealed to face the 
same problem. A public servant in Namhae Agricultural Technology Centre (NATC) 
commented, "Decision-making power needs to be decentralised in order to deal with 
local problems more effectively. I have to admit that the success of Gacheon 
significantly depends on the support from central government, and, unfortunately, we 
have no power to have an influence on their decisions. I just wish they could hear our 
voices more attentively". Jamal and Getz (1995) suggested imbedded power 
difference among stakeholders as one of the barriers to participation in the 
collaboration process. They argued that power imbalance affects the degree of 
capability in participation and influences tourism policy making. Both cases in the 
first research revealed that environmental organisations and the tourism industries 
have not been well involved in the decision making process at a local level, because 
they lack the necessary capacity, political power and official right to participate. 
6.2.1.4 Industrial structure 
Both the cases in this research are examples of tourism that was introduced as an 
alternative way to increase a community's income in harmony with the preservation 
of natural resources in the -long term. However, in terms of the relationships between 
already existing industries and tourism and the mechanism of how these relationships 
affect community participation, the two cases showed contrasting features. 
Janghang village mainly depends on the fishing industry, but, due to the 
advantageous location of this village, residents can also do fanning. As a consequence 
of this advantage, they earn higher incomes as compared with other villages in 
Namhae County. In the case of Gacheon village, on account of the unfavourable 
geographical conditions, fishing is almost impossible, so agriculture is the main 
source of village income. The average income per household in Gacheon is only 60% 
of GDP per capita in South Korea (KCTRI, 2002). Thus, the residents of Gacheon 
village desperately need a new income source and that was supposed to be the reason 
why Gacheon residents showed a more positive attitude towards the new tourism 
project. A respondent from Namhae County Authority noted: 
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In the case of Janghang village, there seems to have been no room for 
tourism industry to be settled as an alternative industry. These people 
could live without tourism. When they need money they just have to go 
out to the sea and catch some fish. But attracting tourists and giving a 
good hospitality were something like demanding and unfamiliar work to 
community residents. Furthermore, the new tourism businesses did not 
generate the higher income for community people in Janghang village. 
For example, when we catch some fish or crab at the tidal flat, we. can 
make E5 an hour. But tidal flat experience programme for tourists can 
give us only f1 -2 an hour. I know the tourism can provide additional 
income for these people. I really tried hard to persuade the people to 
understand this, but at the end of the day that was in vain. 
A community resident in Janghang village agreed with this story. He commented, "At 
first we anticipated higher income from this project. But we were very disappointed 
when we figured out the low profits generated by tourism. Anyway, we could earn 
enough money from fishing". 
On the other hand, Gacheon's situation was revealed to be different from 
Janghang village. Every respondent from Gacheon village admitted that they were 
interested in agricultural tourism and supported it, because they needed an alternative 
industry that could substitute for unproductive agriculture. One interviewee in 
Gacheon village mentioned about the need of the tourism industry for economic 
development. 
The farming land of my village is very small and infertile compared with 
other villages. We thought if we depended on the fanning only, we would 
remain poor. So, we welcomed the tourism project and every resident in 
the village showed a cooperative and positive attitude toward it. 
A home-stay house owner in Gacheon village also commented, "I think this business 
is very lucrative. It brings more money than fanning. I have an intention of reducing 
my farming work. To be frank with you, running this home stay business is much 
easier than farming. " 
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As previously discussed, community participation is an important success factor 
for sustainable tourism. To ensure cooperative support and active participation of 
community people, according to this survey, it is essential that sustainable tourism 
bring about proper and consistent income increases and that this is also perceived by 
community residents (Tosun, 2000; Lee & Lee, 2003). However, whether the 
community residents judge that new tourism businesses bring enough benefits to the 
village can depend on how much profits the existing industry has generated. It can be 
assumed, therefore, if the existing industry can already secure sufficient income for 
the people, their anticipation of tourism would not so positive, and they may be less 
cooperative than otherwise. However, it can also be argued that economic 
affordability can also positively affect community participation, because it can 
provide more resources for community people to join the collaboration process. 
6.2.2 Stakeholders level barriers 
6.2.2.1 Barriers due to attitudes and perceptions 
Attitude and perceptions held by stakeholders often push people apart rather than 
foster collaboration. These include a pervasive lack of trust, relative deprivation due 
to commercialisation and attitudinal discrepancies. 
a) Mistrust 
Trust between stakeholders has been noted as a crucial factor for effective 
collaboration (Waddock & Bannister, 1991; Selin & Chavez, 1994), but, at the same 
time, it can also hinder the effectiveness of collaboration when mistrust pervades all 
sides of the collaboration (Child & Faulkner, 1998; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). 
Through this research, a general sense of scepticism, apathy, feeling of burden and 
opposition originating from mistrust appeared to be hindering productive 
collaboration between stakeholders. 
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Apathy and scepticism 
As passive types of mistrust, scepticism and apathy were revealed to take place 
between local people and the environmental group and between the tourism industry 
and the central government. In terms of the relationship between community residents 
and the environmental group, the apathy of community residents toward the 
environmental group and environmental issues is thought to have hindered the 
environmental group's participation in this project. In both of the cases, all the 
respondents from the community showed indifference and poor knowledge about any 
enviror, anental problems that the new tourism project can bring about. One of the 
interviewees, from Janghang village mentioned that "we weren't concerned about the 
envirom-nental problems when this project was suggested by Namehae County 
Authority. The environmental group didn't join this project, because we didn't think it 
was necessary". 
In the case of Gacheon village, however, community people seem to recognise 
that prudent management of natural resources is important for the success of this 
tourism project. Nonetheless, they did not seem to regard the environmental group as 
an important partner, instead they appeared to be confident in their abilities to handle 
the environmental problems by themselves. On the side of the environmental group, 
they also showed a sense of scepticism towards community residents. According to 
the interview with an environmental group leader, the environmental group didn't 
expect the community to have the ability to deal with environmental problems. 
Without changes of community people's mind and attitudes, 
sustainable tourism cannot be achieved. But we, the environmental 
group are only the third party. However hard we may try and whatever 
we do to persuade community people, those efforts can be useless if 
community residents do not care about it and ignore our suggestions. 
Community people do not have environmental concerns and they don't 
know what to do either. I feel sometimes responsibilities. But, we don't 
have any power to participate in the decision making process. All the 
decisions are being made by Namhae County Authority and community 
people. 
Tourism businesses also showed sceptical attitudes towards governmental policy due 
to disappointment from past experiences (Berry & Ladkin, 1997). A respondent from 
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a tourism agency criticised the gover=ent policies regarding the enhancement of 
agricultural tourism and showed a sceptical attitude toward it. 
Once I participated in Rural Area Informatisation Project initiated by 
Ministry of Information and Telecommunication (MOIT) as a representative 
of tourism agencies. I thought this project could be help to stimulate tourism 
development in rural areas by providing new opportunities to incorporate e- 
tourism marketing strategies. But this project was proved to have nothing to 
do with tourism. All they have done were providing personal computers and 
setting up internet caf6s. They didn't do anything relevant to rural tourism 
improvement. I felt fi-ustration when I figured out that the real beneficiary of 
this project was neither community people nor tourism related industries but 
information technology companies. I'm told Ministry of Agriculture 
established another huge project spending L5 00 billion for the coming 10 
years to improve the life condition in agricultural area including tourism. But 
I'm not willing to join the government's project again. 
As in the case study of Boston Harbour Island National Park (Makopondo, 2003), 
the current survey revealed that the tourism industry appeared to distrust government 
policies because of past policy failure and non-delivery of expected results. Although 
tourism industries generally showed a more or less sceptical attitude towards 
government policy, in terms of the attitudes toward sustainable tourism, there can be 
found some differences between tourism industries. A travel agent and a resort 
developing company seemed to recognise the high potentials of sustainable tourism as 
a profit generating business, while tourism accommodations showed apathy toward it. 
The owner of a tourism accommodation in Janghang village noted: 
I've no objection to sustainable tourism, such as environment 
protection and community participation. Of course, I feel concern about 
the environment. But those issues have nothing to do with my business. 
Rather, in my opinion, those problems should be handled by the 
government or the community themselves. If government tries to 
regulate my business, I have no choice but to comply with it. 
Otherwise, I don't want to get involved those matters. 
Feeling of opposition 
As a more proactive feature of the mistrust, opposition or burdensome feeling 
between stakeholders can impede effective collaboration. In the case of Janghan 
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village, mistrust and opposition between community residents which was ignited by 
the corruption of a fund manager was revealed to affect the success of the project 
hugely. According to respondents in Janghang's case, before the introduction of the 
new tourism project there had been big argument among local people with regard to 
the management of community fund. Some people charged the fund manager of 
corruption and they elected a new manager. After that, there were serious conflicts 
between people who supported the former manager and others supporting the new one. 
This distrust and antagonistic attitudes dispersed in this community seems to have 
negatively affected the Janahang tourism project. A former fund manager recollected 
what happened at that time like this: 
We had community meetings 73 times to discuss the new tourism 
project. But it was impossible to mediate the dispute between two groups. 
They didn't argue on the logical basis but rather they argued emotionally. 
They didn't trust each other, so they couldn't settle the issue who was 
going to be in charge of handling the money invested by community 
people. This delayed the project immensely. 
However, in the case of Gacheon village those kinds of mistrust and opposition 
between community residents didn't seem to happen, at least externally. Two possible 
reasons for this can be suggested. First, in the case of Gacheon village, there was no 
joint investment. The house owners spent their own money on extending and 
refurbishing houses for use as tourist accommodation. In the case of public funds 
spent for building the assembly hall, the spending procedure was strictly controlled by 
local government. Second, the leader of Gacheon village showed better leadership 
than his counterpart in Janghang village. 
In terms of opposition of community people toward local government, Janghang 
village and Gacheon village showed different features. In the case of Janghang village, 
residents expressed strong opposition to public servants. The public servant who was 
in charge of this project commented as follows: 
The community people would not believe in the benefits of this project. 
They showed strong objection to this project. Some local residents even, 
spoke ill of me that I was ruining their village. To be honest, I shed 
tears three times. Do you know why? Because they thought the 
government would take away their land from them for this project. 
161 
On the other hand, in the case of Gacheon village, community residents showed 
positive attitudes towards the local government agency. This difference can be 
explained in terms of two aspects. First, the Janghang village tourism project began in 
1994, when Korean farmers' distrust of rural policy was still high as compared with 
later when Gacheon village's tourism project was introduced (Mun, 1995). Second, 
Janghang village tourism was initiated by the Kyeongnam provincial government, 
which was at a higher level than Namhae County Authority, so local government and 
community people didn't have enough time to discuss this matter. 
The relationships between the environmental group and the tourism authority also 
showed a high level of opposition and distrust for each other. Specifically, with regard 
to the development of a golf course, the two stakeholders expressed sharply 
contrasting attitudes (Marwick, 2000). The environmental group contended that the 
new golf course would destroy the tidal flat area, which was full of marine bio- 
diversity. On the other hand, the tourism authority argued that "the place where the 
golf course will be constructed is a waste landfill siteý So, we don't have to worry 
about the environmental impact. Rather, it is a kind of waste recycling method which 
is environmentally sound". 
The distrust of local people to tourism business appeared to be a significant barrier 
to securing the tourism industry's participation in sustainable tourism. Most 
respondents from the communities in this survey replied that they did not trust 
entrepreneurs and worried about entries of new tourism businesses in the rural area. In 
South Korea, tourism pension business, a new type of high-quality home-stay 
accommodation, has been popularised in the last five years. Near Gacheon village, 
two tourism pensions were built and started business in 2003, when Gacheon village 
became fam ous as a tourist destination. The residents in Gacheon village oppose 
giving new licences for pension businesses within their village, arguing that it would 
spoil the natural view of Gacheon village. They also seemed to be worried about their 
own tourism businesses, which could be affected by the tourism pensions. They also 
were against the involvement of travel agents in this project, because they believed 
that they could manage the businesses by themselves in association with Namhae 
Agriculture Technical Centre. In response to the attitudes of local people towards the 
tourism industry, a respondent from the travel agents emphasised the importance of 
the tourism business' participation in agriculture tourism and complained that the 
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distrust of local people of tourism businesses would hinder the public and private 
sector partnership for sustainable tourism. A president in a travel agency mentioned: 
Sustainable tourism is a sort of tourism business. In order for it to be tourism, 
we have to know how to attract tourists to the destination and provide good 
services for them. In terms of the competitiveness as tourist, green tourism or 
farm stay tourism has high potentials. But in my opinion the community 
people should not contact customers directly. They have to leave the business 
to the experts like us. There are innumerable works to do regarding green 
tourism business, such as promotion, room booking, making tourists 
products, setting up internet homepage service, training and payment scheme. 
These works cannot and should not be done by the community themselves. 
We are very important stakeholders who can contribute to development of 
green tourism. But unfortunately, it is true that we are alienated from that 
business. The community people regard us as a trader who seeks only 
commission. 
b) Feeling of relative deprivation 
A feeling of relative deprivation can negatively affect social integration (Sim, 
1988). It can discourage some community people from taking part in collaborative 
activities. It is inevitable that tourism development brings about unequal wealth 
distribution. However, considering the fact that the rural community is in a very small 
area and that the people in the community are closely aquatinted with each other 
(Tosun, 2000), the impact of inequitable distribution of benefits and feelings of 
relative deprivation can be more serious than- in urban areas. In this survey, many 
respondents were worried about the relative deprivation, which can bring about 
scepticism and opposition toward the project and, as a consequence, would hinder 
effective collaboration amongst community residents. 
In the case of Janghang village, the different rate of land price rise is supposed to 
cause feelings of relative deprivation in some community residents. Some residents 
whose houses were close to the new road and tourism facilities earned more benefits 
than others, due to the higher land price. An interviewee admitted this problem by 
making a comment that "I can tell you that the conflicts between community people 
mainly came from the rise of land price. Some residents in Janghang village whose 
house and farming land were some way off the new road felt that they were victims of 
the project. They showed indifference and opposition to the project afterwards". 
In the case of Gacheon village, the conflicts between the people who run 
accommodation businesses and those who do not were indicated to be hindering 
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factors to village integration. The Gacheon village tried to get over this problem by 
laying aside 5% of the profits from accommodation businesses and spending the 
money to improve village facilities. In the case of Gachen village, although the degree 
of conflict is not so serious as that in Janghang village, there still remains some 
probability of impact on effective collaboration from relative deprivation. A 
community resident who runs accommodation mentioned that "because this village is 
very small, all the people already knew each other very well and we also know 
everything happening in the village even trivial things, such as what my neighbour 
next door ate in the morning. After I started the business, one of my main concerns is 
how many customers slept in the other accommodations yesterday. Sometimes I feel 
jealous when the organiser allocates the visitors to another accommodation". A 
respondent pointed out that the success of agriculture tourism depends highly on 
finding a way to generate sustainable income and distributing it to all the community 
residents equally. 
c) Attitudinal and perceptual discrepancies between stakeholders 
Selin and Beason (1991) identified differing ideologies between collaborating 
interest as a barrier to effective communication. Ioannides (2001) also argued that, 
because there seems to be no consensus on the concept of sustainability between 
stakeholders and because the different stakeholders who make up any society have 
varying agendas regarding development, it would be hard to integrate efforts from 
stakeholders to achieve sustainable tourism. This survey also found attitudinal and 
perceptual discrepancies between stakeholders in relation to the sustainable tourism 
agenda (Hardy & Beeton, 2001; McCool et al, 2001). Those discrepancies are 
summarised in Table 6.1. 
According to the survey, most stakeholders appeared to recognise the importance 
of collaboration between stakeholders, apart from the accommodation owner in 
Janghang village. - Thus, it does not seem that the attitudes toward collaboration hinder 
collaboration between stakeholders. As for the question about feelings of 
interdependence, respondents showed different attitudes. Central government showed 
the highest degree of interdependence in the area of policy implementation. They 
identified local government and the tourism industry as the most important partners. 
The local government and community residents recognised each other as the most 
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important partner. Local people did not seem to recognise the interdependencies with 
other stakeholders apart from local government. In the case of the tourism industry, 
travel agents considered local people as the most important partner, while the tourism 
developer pointed to the local government. The environmental group did not appear to 
recognise this interdependence, but it emphasised the leading role of local government 
in sustainable tourism. 
With regard to the question about the objectives of green tourism, most 
respondents referred to an increase in community income as the most important 
objective. Even the environmental department in the local government admitted that 
community income should be given a higher priority than environmental conservation 
in the case of green tourism. Central government, however, noted that environmental 
sustainability and local income generation need to be given balanced degrees of 
importance and all stakeholders need to try to find a way to coordinate these two 
objectives. Only the environmental group warned of the biased attitude towards the 
income generating aspect of sustainable tourism and contended that environmental 
issues should be given the highest priority. These differences between stakeholders 
also imply a discrepancy between collective interests and personal interests (Westley 
& Vredenburg, 199 1). Both of the cases showed that each organisation tendsý to focus 
more on the objective of its specific operation than on the public interest, which 
appeared to make it difficult to integrate those widely disparate values. Sustainable 
tourism is more likely to attempt to achieve the collective interest (e. g., environmental 
protection, equal distribution of benefits and socio-cultural integrity) than personal 
interests. So, there can be tension or conflicts between stakeholder groups (normally 
in the public sector) trying to achieve public interests and stakeholder groups pursuing 
their own interests. A public servant in envirorn-nent division commented as follows. 
One of the main reasons why environmental agencies like us have not 
been directly involved in this project is that we basically aim to 
achieve public interests like environmental protection. So, tourism 
agencies or community residents tend to dislike our involvement, 
because they regard us as a barrier to raising community income. I 
think the environmental NGOs face the same problem as us. 
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In terms of the tourism strategy of this project, each stakeholder group showed a 
different perspective. The central government was mainly concerned with the equality 
of public policy, in other words how to balance the degree of support for local tourism 
development. In the case of local government, their main concern was how to 
maximise financial support from the central government. They also have a high 
intention of expanding infrastructure and tourist facilities rather than developing 
marketing strategies or new programmes for tourists. Community residents are highly 
oriented toward developing new tourism facilities which are believed would remain as 
community assets whether they are used for tourism or not. The community residents 
also recognised the importance of preserving village scenery, but they would not pay 
the cost involved. Within the tourism industry, some different concerns and attitudes 
were revealed between different kinds of businesses. The main concern of the tourism 
developer was establishing favourable institutional conditions for business, such as 
deregulation, and keeping good relationships with central and local government. 
Travel agents perceived the opportunity which green tourism can bring about for their 
businesses. Unlike the local government and the community people, they are opposed 
to facility-centric tourism development, rather they pointed out the importance of 
advanced marketing strategies for green tourism. 
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6.2.2.2 Barriers due to limitations of capability 
a) Poor leadership 
Strong leadership has been suggested as an important factor for effective 
partnership in several previous studies (Gray, 1985; Waddock & Bannister, 1991; 
Selin & Chavez, 1994). According to Gray (1985), successful collaboration between 
organisations will only occur when leaders have legitimate authority and appreciate 
skills. In this research, it has been revealed that the ability and righteousness of the 
community leader can hinder, as well as facilitate, the collaboration among 
community people. In the case of Janghang village, the alleged corruption of the 
leader brought about distrust and conflict between community people. A resp6ndent 
from community residents in Janghang village pointed out this problem. 
The most critical problem was that there was no such a leader who 
has ability and can devote himself to the project. We community 
people didn't trust the project leader. That was why many 
community residents would not cooperate well. 
On the other hand, in the case of Gacheon village, most respondent agreed that the 
community leader showed good leadership as compared with the Janghang case. A 
community resident in Gacheon village commented about the efforts of the project 
leader. 
The leader of this project is doing his job very well. He is very 
devotional and trustworthy. As we know that he is doing his best, 
we also feel that this project has a great chance of success. 
The project leader also commented that "I am the head of the village and do not run 
a home stay business, because it can cause distrwt and conflicts. There is nobody who 
is indifferent to money. To be honest, I want to join the tourism business, but I won't 
do it. Because I believe pure spirit of service and having no intention of taking private 
benefits are key elements of leadership". The project leader in Gacheon village also 
made great efforts to enhance his knowledge about agriculture tourism development 
by reading books, visiting other successful cases and participating in academic 
conferences regarding this subject. 
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b) Constraints of resources and limited capability of community people 
Macopondo (2003) noted that the lack of staff and funds to support collaborative 
efforts and programs could hinder effective collaboration. In order for stakeholders to 
join a collaboration process, they needed to have sufficient resources for consistent 
participation (Tosun, 1999; Sofield, 2003). In this study, lack of time, money or 
personnel were indicated as some of the most significant obstacles. In the case of 
Gacheon village, the project leader complained of the lack of time to indulge himself 
in the project, because he had to take care of farming at the same time. He pointed out 
that the summer is a peak season for tourism, but it also the busiest period to do 
farming, so many community people feel difficulty in managing both of the 
businesses. A respondent also criticised the tourism business operating system, which 
is run mostly by community residents themselves. He argued that "I used to be in 
charge of tourist activity programmes, such as sports events and mountain trekking. 
But the problem is I had not enough expertise and time to operate these programmes 
properly. More importantly, I was not paid for this kind of work. Sometimes I felt like 
I was being exploited. " The project leader and the head of community in Gacheon 
also recognised this problem. Some residents in Janghang village mentioned that they 
couldn't participate in the tourism project, because they didn't have money to invest, 
which resulted in the apathy toward the project. The environmental group leader also 
pointed out the lack of time and money, due to the business he had to take care of. 
The limitation of a community's capability to manage a tourism project was noted 
by respondents from local government as the main factor hindering collaboration. A 
respondent who was in charge of Janghang village commented as follows. 
It was the local residents who are to blame for the failure of the project. 
Firstly, they were not familiar with the collaboration process. Although we 
had meeting many times, most of them were useless. Some residents turned 
up drunk and screwed up the meeting. They would not listen to other 
people's opinions. I think this is due to community residents' lack of 
experience in collaboration. Secondly, they didn't know anything about 
tourism; for example, how to make tourists products and promote them. 
Thirdly, they were not interested in common interest. They thought about 
only their own benefits. Without a change of community attitudes, a 
successful partnership won't be achieved. 
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With regard to the limited ability of community people, some respondents indicated 
that the low level of education and a high percentage of aged people. In the case of 
Gacheon village, over 43% of residents were more than 61 years old and most of them 
had a low level of education (under the elementary school level) (KCTRI, 2002). The 
relationship between education level and environmental attitudes was identified by 
Carlsen et al's (2001) research into the environmental attitudes of stakeholders. In 
Gacheon village, most residents don't know how to operate computer reservation 
systems, so the project manager alone was dealing with all the reservations on behalf 
of the residents. When he received the requests for room bookings from customers, he 
allocated a room to each home stay accommodation. As previously pointed out, this 
process can cause conflict between accommodation owners, because some of them 
might complain about unbalanced allotment. 
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6.3 Discussion 
The first stage research identified that both of the two cases of sustainable tourism 
faced a wide range of barriers. As shown in the Table 6.2, these barriers ranged from 
barriers related to structural problems, including institutional limitations, inefficient 
administration, collaboration environment and industrial structure, to barriers 
associated with attitudes and limited capabilities of stakeholders themselves. 
Table 6.2: Barriers identified in this study 
Main categories Sub-categories The lowest level of barriers 
Structural Level Institutional Conflicting goals and missions 
limitations Lack of formal process of collaboration 
Lack of legal support for the project 
Inefficient Top-down decision making 
administration Frequent transfers of civil servants 
Inflexible budget management system 
Collaboration Low priority given to environmental issues 
environment No convenors 
Power differences between stakeholders 
Industrial 
structure 
High profitability of current industry 
Stakeholder level Barriers related to Sceptical attitudes toward government policy 
attitudes and Feeling of opposition 
perceptions Lack of appreciation of interdependency 
Gap between collective interest and personal interest 
Lack of incentives 
Feeling of relative deprivation 
Barriers related to Lack of knowledge of environmental issues 
capability Poor leadership 
Limited ability of community people 
Lack of experience in collaboration 
Financial and time constraint 
Lack of discussion skill 
Source: Author's own work 
When these barriers are compared with the findings of previous studies, there is a 
similarity between them, which means the results of this study can be generally 
supported by the previous ones (Gray, 19899 Jamal & Getz, 1995; Parker, 2000; 
Tosun, 2000; Wonderllock & Yaffee, 2000). However, some of the barriers identified 
in this research could not be found in the studies conducted earlier. Table 6.3 
compares the results of this study with previous research with regard to barriers to 
collaboration. 
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According to this comparison, there are four barriers that have not been suggested 
in previous studies. They are "low priority given to environmental policies", "feeling 
of relative deprivation", "high profitability of current industry", and "lack of 
appreciation of the importance of environmental issues". Although these four barriers 
cannot be considered as unique barriers to these two cases, they provide some 
research implications with regard to sustainable tourism. First, "low priority given to 
environmental policies" and "lack of appreciation of the importance of environmental 
issues" seem to be related to environmental protection, which is one of the critical 
elements for sustainable tourism. Second, "feeling of relative deprivation" was 
revealed to not only discourage some community residents to take part in the project, 
but also cause conflicts between community residents. This barrier is likely to happen 
in any tourism development case, but considering the importance of community 
participation in sustainable tourism development, the feelings of relative deprivation 
can more seriously affect the effectiveness of collaboration. Third, these two cases are 
a type of sustainable tourism in which tourism was introduced as an alternative 
industry, substituting for the existing ones like agriculture and fishing. It is important, 
therefore, to know the relationships between existing industry and tourism to ensure 
the enthusiastic participation of community residents. That is, tourism needs to be 
recognised by community residents as a higher income generating business, which 
can either substitute for the existing industry or create additional income. The reason 
why residents in Gacheon village showed more positive attitudes towards the new 
tourism project than those in Janghang village can be understood in the context of the 
relationship between the productiveness of existing industries and the tourism 
industry. 
High profitability of the current industry, which has been identified as a barrier to 
collaboration in this research, can be interpreted in terms of the community residents' 
preoccupation with income increase. As revealed in this research, the main concern of 
community residents with regard to these projects was to raise community income 
through tourism. The primary reason for the fiýlure of Janghang tourism development 
was the conflict between community residents regarding monetary problems. 
Therefore, it is important to let community residents recognise potential economic 
benefits of the new project to induce substantive and consistent community 
participation. However, considering many issues of sustainable tourism, which does 
not always guarantee economic benefits, at least in the short term, or which 
sometimes challenges profit making activities, it is not likely that effective 
community participation can be automatically secured in the sustainable tourism 
development process. 
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Table 6.3: Comparison of barriers to effective collaboration 
Yaffee (2000) 
Conflicting goals Conflicting goals Different missions 
and missions and objectives 
Lack of formal Lack of formal 
process of provisions for 
collaboration collaborative 
disputes 
Lack of legal support Current Lack of Lack of support for 
for the project administrative appropriate legal collaboration 
systems svstem 
Top-down decision Top-down One-way 
making paternalistic process communication 
Frequent transfers of Transfers or 
civil servants retirements of 
federal agency 
Inflexible budget Inflexible budget Inflexible procedures 
management system cvcles 
Low priority given 
to environmental 
policies 
No convenors Ideological Lack of Differences in Lack of awareness 
differences coordination organisational, norms of cultural diversity 
and culture 
Power differences Power disparities Centralisation of More power and 
between public resources endowed 
stakeholders administration to interest groups 
High profitability 
of current industry 
Sceptical attitudes Differing Apathy and low 
toward government expectations level of awareness 
policy between public and 
private sector 
Feeling of opposition Mistrust 
Lack of appreciation Little sense of 
of interdependency interdependence 
Gap between Individualism 
collective interest 
and personal interest 
Lack of incentives Disincentives to Lack of opportunity Lack ofappreciation 
collaborate of benefits 
Feeling of relative 
deorivation 
Lack of 
appreciation of the 
importance of 
environmental 
issues 
Poor leadership Absence of skilful 
leaders 
Limited ability of Limited capacity 
community people of poor people 
Lack of experience Lack of trained Unfamiliarity with Poor timing and 
in collaboration human resources the process selection of meeting 
venue 
Financial and time Limited resources Lack of financial Constraint resources 
constraint resources 
Lack of discussion Lack of expertise Lack of process Traditional methods 
skill skills of communication 
Adapted by author 
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This study also identified that some of these barriers decisively affected the 
achievements of these two projects pursuing sustainable tourism. This result can be 
highlighted by comparing the two cases in terms of effectiveness of collaboration by 
applying four elements of effective collaboration suggested in the literature review 
(chapter IV). Table 6.4 shows the comparative aspects of the two cases. 
Table 6.4: Comparative aspects of two cases 
Criteria for Janghhang fishing village 
effective tourism 
collaboration 
Gacheon green tourism 
Resourcefulness 0 No legal supports 0 Legal supports (but limited) 
" Low level of commitment from * High level of commitment from 
community residents community residents 
" No involvement of tourism 0 Partial involvement of tourism 
authority authority 
" Unfavourable socio-political 0 Improved social-political 
environment to support environment to support 
" One-off financial support from 0 Incremental financial supports from 
government government 
Internal process 0 No official committee Official committee 
0 Frequent transfers of civil No changes in civil servants 
servants 
0 High level of mistrust and Trust and little conflicts 
conflicts 
0 Poor leadership Devoted leader 
Partner 0 Disappointed attitudes of civil 0 Satisfied and enthusiastic attitudes 
satisfaction servants of civil servants 
0 No expectations of the future * High expectations of the future 
tourism shown by community tourism shown by community 
residents residents 
0 Sceptical attitudes of 0 Mixed feelings of environmental 
environmental organisations organisations (expectation and 
concern) 
0 Visitor's number was not 9 Increasing numbers of visitors and 
Goal attainments available economic 
benefits accrued to 
community residents 
in terms of 0 New road crossing the beach * Efforts to refurbish the abandoned 
tourism and which spoils the village view and school 
for use as a tourist facility 
result in erosion of sand beach 0 Establishment of new cultural and 
sustainability * New buildings which are not environmental programs 
harmonized with the village view 0 Efforts to preserve terraced rice 
* Large size of sea water field (i. e., the terraced rice field was 
swimming pool which is open designated as a National Scenic 
only in summer season and Spot in 2005) 
suffers a deficit 
41 Lack of recognition of the 
importance of environmental 
motection 
Source: author's own work 
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Janghang fishing village tourism, which was revealed to be a failed case, showed no 
sign of effective collaboration. The project leader didn't seem to understand 
sustainable tourism correctly, there was considerable mistrust between community 
residents due to the alleged corruption of a fund manager, community residents didn't 
seem to have the capacity to manage this project and sustainable tourism was not 
recognised as an alternative way to bring about a dramatic increase of community 
income. These barriers were revealed to not only inflate conflicts between community 
residents, but also to discourage other stakeholder groups from taking part in this 
partnership and, consequently, made it difficult for this project to achieve the original 
intentions. 
On the other hand, Gacheon green tourism showed relatively positive aspects with 
regards to collaboration, which is believed to significantly contribute to the success of 
this project as compared with Janghang village. Therefore, based on the comparison 
of the two cases, it can be noted that effective collaboration between stakeholders is a 
critical element for the success of sustainable tourism. 
Some important points can be noted with regard to the barriers to effective 
collaboration. First, despite the crucial role of environmental agencies and NGOs in 
sustainable tourism, they did not seem to perform their roles effectively in either of 
the cases. This study revealed that there are many factors hindering the effective 
participation of these organisations. Indifference of community residents and the 
project manager in the local government towards environmental issues, lack of 
institutional support for environmental groups' involvement in the decision making 
process and the low priority given to environmental policies in the political context of 
South Korea were revealed to be the main hindering factors. It seems that the attitudes 
of the local government and community people were too much oriented towards 
community income increase, rather than towards environmental issues to secure the 
environmental group's participation. The limited participation of an environmental 
organisation can also be explained in terms of the size of project. These two tourism 
development cases took place in very small villages (population under 1,000). 
Environmental groups tend to take more notice of large scale of tourism developments, 
such as golf course construction and comprehensive tourism resort development, 
which is why the tourism development division in Namhae County Authority and the 
environmental group indicated high levels of opposition to each other. Meanwhile, in 
the case of the Gacheon and Janghang village tourism projects, they did not attract 
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attention from environmental groups, because the size of each tourism development 
was very small. It can be assumed, therefore, that environmental groups pay less 
attention to a small tourism project than a large-scale tourism development. 
Nonetheless, as the environment in small rural areas can be more sensitive and more 
easily spoiled by tourism development than other areas, the potential role of the 
environmental organisations should not be understated (Inskeep, 1991; Barkin & 
Bouchez, 2002; Lovelock, 2002). 
Second, both of the cases showed that the local government and community 
residents were the most important stakeholders in this project, and they recognised 
each other as the most interdependent partners (WTO, 1998; Bahaire & Elliott-White, 
1999; Tosun, 2000). Two reasons can be noted for this. First, the two stakeholder 
groups did not have physical and psychological distance, because of frequent contacts. 
Second, they recognised the mutual benefits that could be brought about by these 
projects. Local government cannot achieve policy objectives without the participation 
of local people, and community residents also rely on the local government's financial 
and institutional support. However, in the case of Janghang village, these two groups 
also showed mistrust and conflicts as compared with Gacheon's case. The reason can 
be explained in terms of leadership and administrational organisation. In the case of 
Janghang village, the corruption of community leaders caused, not only mistrust 
between community residents, but also uncooperative attitudes towards local 
government. In terms of administrational organisation, the public servant in charge of 
the project kept the position less than 2 years, because he was a general officer who 
needed to transfer at least every 2 of 3 years. On the other hand, in the case of 
Gacheon village the project manager, who is a technical officer in NATC, remained in 
the same position for the last 4 years. 
Third, the tourism industry did not appear to take an active part in these projects. 
While the tourism accommodation owners showed apathy towards the sustainable 
tourism issue, travel agents and the tourism developer presented a strong willingness 
to join the project. Travel agents especially recognised their roles as a mediator 
between customers and community residents in relation to developing and promoting 
sustainable tourist products. Nevertheless, it was revealed that community residents 
showed feelings of opposition or apathy towards the tourism industry's participation 
and believed that tourism businesses should be run by community residents 
themselves in order to maximise the benefits. In the context of the tourism industry's 
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participation, two conflicting values can be noted: the need for efficient business 
operation by incorporating tourism industry's know-how and the need for community 
ownership of tourism businesses in order to maximise community income (Sofield, 
2003). 
Fourth, poor leadership was also identified to be an important hindering factor to 
effective collaboration by comparing two cases. Leadership here appears to be 
composed of two attributes, the one is the morality of the leader and the other is the 
leader's ability. In the case of Janghang village, alleged corruption of the community 
leader brought about the community residents' distrust and unwillingness to 
participate in the project. Gray (1985) also pointed out the importance of the morality 
of leaders to ensure legitimacy, which is one of the critical elements of strong 
leadership. With regard to the leadership issue, Wood and Gray (1991) pointed out 
that the presence of a convenor is critical to facilitate the formation and guidance of a 
collaborative alliance. Both of the cases in this study did not seem to have clear 
convenors, although many respondents referred to the important role of civil servants 
in local government. As the respondents noted, community leaders have limited 
ability to be effective convenors, because they do not have legitimate power to bring 
all the stakeholders to a round table and co-ordinate conflicting interests. Therefore, 
local government can be a proper convenor more easily than a community leader, but 
the public servants also have some limitations as effective convenors, because they do 
not have sufficient time to devote themselves to a single project, due to the various 
works in which they are engaged. 
Lastly, the main objective of this study was to identify barriers to effective 
collaboration for sustainable tourism, but it is also appropriate to examine the 
relationships between the attributes of sustainable tourism and those barriers. As 
previously noted, sustainable tourism has two distinctive elements as compared with 
conventional tourism, the one is consideration of the long-term viability of the 
environment and the other is community participation. The barriers identified through 
this research can be explained within the context of these two attributes of sustainable 
tourism (McCool et al, 2001). The conflict in missions between environmental groups 
and the tourism development department, the conflicting attitudes towards an issue 
like 'who should pay the cost for preserving naiural. resources', institutional barriers to 
participation by the environmental group in the decision making process and the 
177 
apathy or opposition of local government and community residents towards 
environmental groups and issues can be noted as barriers, which are thought to closely 
relate to the environmental aspects of sustainable tourism. 
On the other hand, also can be suggested some barriers related to community 
participation issues. Because of the importance of community participation with 
regard to sustainable tourism, it seems that most sustainable tourism projects take 
place in small villages in rural areas. So the constraints of resources for participation, 
the limited capability of community people, poor leadership of community leaders, 
the relative deprivation felt by community residents and the challenging tasks of 
introducing tourism as an alternative industry are assumed to be barriers that can be 
expected from a community participation issue. These barriers can also be examined 
by comparing barriers identified by other studies that do not involve community as an 
important stakeholder. 
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6.4 Conclusions (suggestions for the second stage of 
research) 
The first stage research's main objective was to identify barriers to collaboration in 
sustainable tourism. It also tried to examine the relationships between those barriers 
and the achievement of sustainability in tourism development in the context of 
sustainable tourism requirements, community participation and environmental 
concerns. However, unanswered research questions still remain. 
First, even if this survey has identified the barriers, these findings cannot rule out 
the possibility that other types of tourism development, such as conventional tourism, 
also experience the same hindering factors. Therefore, it is necessary to test a 
hypothesis that some barriers are unique to sustainable tourism, rather than being 
common to tourism in general. 
Second, these barriers identified in the first research need to be interpreted in the 
context of sustainable tourism. That is, it is necessary to examine if there are any 
relationships between intrinsic attributes of sustainable tourism and these barriers 
Th ird, in-depth interviews are useful to obtain rich data from small numbers of 
respondents. Due to the small number of respondents, this method might not be able 
to identify more generalised attitudes and perceptions of each stakeholder group, 
particularly those containing large populations, such as the tourism industry and 
community residents. In order to answer these questions, a large survey needs to be 
conducted and multivariate data analysis needs to be used. 
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Chapter VII: Results of the second stage 
research 
7.1 Introduction 
This chapter discusses the results of the second stage research, which is intended to 
identify the differences between Gacheon green tourism (as a case of sustainable 
tourism) and Jungmun resort tourism (as a case of conventional tourism) in terms of a 
degree of hindrance to effective collaboration and relationships between inherent 
attributes of sustainable tourism and the barriers to collaboration. This chapter also 
aims to deal with the community participation issue, which is believed to be one of 
the critical elements for sustainable tourism. This chapter consists of three sections: 
findings, discussion and conclusions. 
The findings section starts with the results of the reliability test and then shows a 
general picture of the characteristics of the respondents, overall opinions about the 
objectives and policy tools for sustainable tourism and general attitudes of 
respondents towards each stakeholder group by using descriptive statistics. In the next 
part, firstly, the results of the factor analysis, which produces generalised underlying 
dimensions in 22 barriers identified in the first stage research, are presented, and then 
the two cases (Gacheon and Jungmun) are compared in terms of a degree of hindrance 
to collaboration, according to these generalised barriers. The two cases are also 
compared with regard to the five characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism by 
employing a T-test. In the final part of this section, the statistical relationships 
between attributes of sustainable tourism and barriers to collaboration are investigated. 
In the discussion section, the results of the data analysis in the second stage 
research are interpreted in the context of barriers to collaboration for sustainable 
tourism by combining them with the results of the first stage research and the 
literature review. 
In the conclusions section, two important issues (community participation and lack of 
environmental concern) are illuminated in a summary of the results. 
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7.2 Findings 
7.2.1 Reliability of scale 
In order to test internal consistency and homogeneity, an inter-item reliability test 
(coefficient alpha) was conducted against two groups of questions: questions about 
characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism and questions about barriers to 
effective collaboration. In general, reliabilities less than .6 are considered to be poor, 
those over .6 and less than .8 acceptable and those over .8 good (Churchill & Peter, 
1984; Sekaran, 2000). 
Table 7.1 shows the result of the reliability test for the two groups of questions. 
According to the results of the reliability test, the alpha value of each question about 
attributes of sustainable tourism was above 0.6 and the mean value was higher than 
0.7, which indicates the reliability of the scale was acceptable. In the case of the 
second group of questions, the alpha value of each question was above 0.8, which also 
verified the scale was reliable. It can be noted, therefore, that there is an internal 
consistency of the scale amongst the questions. 
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Table 7.1: The results of reliability tests 
Questions 
about 
characteristic 
attributes of 
sustainable 
tourism 
Correct 
item-total 
correlation 
Alpha if 
item 
deleted 
Questions 
about 
barriers to 
effective 
collaboration 
Correct 
item-total 
correlation 
Alpha if 
item 
deleted 
Q1 . 213 . 711 Q1 . 481 . 861 
Q2 . 545 . 664 Q2 . 528 . 859 
Q3 . 597 . 650 Q3 . 515 . 859 
Q4 . 180 . 739 Q4 . 233 . 870 
Q5 . 155 . 719 Q5 . 387 . 864 
Q6 . 637 . 641 Q6 . 435 . 862 
Q7 . 321 . 697 Q7 . 254 . 868 
Q8 . 203 . 710 Q8 . 451 . 862 
Q9 . 186 . 721 Q9 . 561 . 858 
Q10 . 455 . 678 Q10 . 532 . 859 
Qll . 195 . 711 Q11 . 547 . 859 
Q12 . 635 . 644 Q12 . 493 . 860 
Q13 . 371 . 864 
Q14 . 373 . 864 
Q15 . 573 . 858 
Q16 . 440 . 862 
Q17 . 594 . 858 
Q18 . 541 . 859 
Q19 . 421 . 863 
Q20 . 461 . 861 
Q21 . 424 . 863 
Q22 . 270 . 869 
. 712 . 
870 
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7.2.2 Demographic statistics 
The number of respondents from Gacheon green tourism was 164 (see Table 7.2) and 
from Jungmun resort tourism 181 (see Table 7.3). Both of the cases show that the 
percentage of the male respondents is higher than that of the female by more than 
30%. Comparing the two cases, the rate of the female response in Gacheon green 
tourism is 10% higher than in Jungmun resort tourism (Gacheon =36.6%; Jungmun = 
26.5%). This is primarily because the respondents from the Rural Development 
Administration, which is one of the central governmental bodies in Gacheon, were all 
women. In the case of age, the proportion of people older than 50 in Gacheon is 
higher than in Jungmun, because Gacheon is a remote fanning village that has a large 
population of the aged (MAF, 2003). The variable 'residence period' also showed that 
Gacheon's case has a high proportion of community residents who have lived there 
more than 40 years than Jungmun (by 20%). 
Table 7.2: Respondents from Gacheon green tourism 
Contents Frequency Valid percent (%) 
Organisation Central government 30 18.3 
Local government 35 21.3 
Tourism industry 31 18.9 
Environmental groups 33 20.1 
Community 35 21.3 
Total 164 100 
Sex Male 104 63.4 
Female 60 36.6 
Total 164 100 
Age 20-29 28 17.1 
30-39 70 42.7 
40-49 39 23.8 
50-59 19 11.6 
60 and more 8 4.9 
Total 164 100 
Residence Under 10 8 25.0 
period 10-20 1 2.5 
21-30 7 22.5 
31-40 5 15.0 
40 and more 14 35.0 
Total 35 100 
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Table 7.3: Respondents from Jungmun resort tourism 
Contents Frequency Valid percent (%) 
Organisation Central government 34 18.8 
Local government 40 22.1 
Tourism industry 35 19.3 
Environmental groups 37 20.4 
Community 35 19.3 
Total 181 100 
Sex Male 133 73.5 
Female 48 26.5 
Total 181 100 
Age 20-29 21 11.6 
30-39 69 38.1 
40-49 81 44.8 
50-59 10 5.5 
60 and more 0 0 
Total 181 100 
Residence Under 10 3 8.6 
period 10-20 11 31.4 21-30 7 20.0 
31-40 9 25.7 
40 and more 5 14.3 
Total 35 100 
7.2.3 Overall opinions about sustainable tourism (responses from 
stakeholders from Gacheon green tourism) 
7.2.3.1 Objectives of sustainable tourism 
As Table 7.4 shows, the highest proportion of respondents to the questions about 
objectives of sustainable tourism chose "increase of community incomes", followed 
by "conservation of natural environment", "long-term vision development" and 
"preservation of indigenous culture". Apart from the first response, respondents 
seemed to understand the objectives of sustainable tourism properly, considering the 
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high response rate of the other three objectives, which are relevant to sustainable 
tourism. 
However, "expansion of tourism industry", which is not relevant to sustainable 
tourism, accounted for 8.2%, which is the fifth highest rate. It was even higher than 
"equal distribution of profits" and "realisation of democratic decision making 
process", which can be viewed as important objectives of sustainable tourism. It can 
be noted that stakeholders tended to consider economic benefits as an important 
purpose to be achieved, even in the case of sustainable tourism development. 
Table 7.4: Opinions about the objectives of sustainable tourism 
Objectives Frequency Percent (%) 
Expansion of tourism industry 27 8.2 
Conservation of natural environment 68 20.7 
Preservation of indigenous culture 56 17.1 
Equal distribution of profits 14 4.3 
increase of community income 77 23.5 
Realisation of democracy 10 3.0 
Long-term vision development 61 18.6 
Response to market demand 15 4.6 
Total 328 100 
In particular, in the case of community (see Table 7.5), the aggregated percentage of 
"expansion of tourism industry" and "more income" was high (40%) as compared 
with the average of the other four stakeholder groups (31.7%). This reveals that 
community residents have a strong desire to increase community income through 
tourism development, even in the case of sustainable tourism. 
Respondents from the tourism industry showed a relatively low rate of 
"conservation of natural envirorunenf' and "preservation of indigenous culture" 
(19.4% combined) as compared with the average of other groups (37.8%). Comparing 
local government and environmental groups, these two stakeholder groups showed a 
similar rate for "conservation of natural environment", "preservation of indigenous 
culture" and "long-term vision development" (60% and 59%, respectively), despite 
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ongoing arguments between the two groups regarding many issues related to 
sustainable tourism. Although both the central government and the local government 
represent the public sector, they showed some difference of opinion. Central 
government showed relatively high preference for "preservation of culture" and 
"long-term vision development", while local government was more concerned with 
"environmental protection" and "increase of community income. " 
Table 7.5: Opinions about the objectives of sustainable tourism according to 
stakeholder groups 
Objectives 
CG LG 
Organisation 
TI EG CR Total 
Expansion of tourism industry 2(3.3)* 3(4.3) 4(6.5) 7(10.6) 11(15.7) 27 
Conservation of natural 11(18.3) 21(30.0) 6(9.7) 20(30.3) 10(14.3) 68 
environment 
Preservation of , indigenous 
15(25.0) 6(8.6) 6(9.7) 12(18.2) 17(24.3) 56 
culture 
Equal distribution of profits 4(6.7) 1(1.4) 6(9.7) 2(3.0) 1(1.4) 14 
More income for community 10(16.7) 19(27.1) 16(25.8) 15(22.7) 17(24.3) 77 
Realisation of democracy 3(5.0) 2(2.9) 0(0) 3(4.5) 2(2.9) 10 
Long-term vision development 13(21.7) 15(21.4) 16(25.8) 7(10.6) 10(14.3) 61 
Response to market demand 2(3.3) 3(4.3) 8(12.9) 0(0) 2(2.9) 151 
Total 60(100) 70(100) 62(100) 66(100) 70(100) 328 
CG: central government, LG: local government, TI: tourism industry, EG: 
environmental groups, CR: community residents 
7.2.3.2 Evaluation of policy tools for sustainable tourism (responses from 
stakeholders from Gacheon green tourism) 
As Table 7.6 shows, responses to the questions about the evaluation of different 
policy tools for sustainable tourism, "participation of stakeholders" was evaluated as 
the most important policy tool, which supports the suggestions made by previous 
research (UN, 2000; McCool & Moisey, 2001). "Educational programme for 
environment", "provision of high quality services" and "tourist product development 
and effective promotion" were also considered to be important by all groups. On the 
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other hand, "development of international tourist resort" was given the lowest score. 
Both of these results revealed that stakeholders evaluated policy tools for sustainable 
tourism in line with current views in the sustainable tourism literature (Harris et al, 
2002). However, "reinforcement of regulation for environmental protection" and 
"setting a limit to visitor numbers", both of which have been suggested to be effective 
but controversial tools for ensuring sustainability in tourism development, were given 
low scores in this survey. 
Table 7.6: Opinions about policy tools for sustainable tourism 
Policy tools Mean 
Product development and promotion 
Participation of stakeholders 
3.33 
3.70 
Enforcement of regulation for environment protection 2.74 
Expansion and improvement of tourists facilities 3.00 
Development of international -tourist resorts 2.05 
Increase of government support for the tourism industry 2.96 
Educational programme for environment 3.53 
Provision of high quality services 3.49 
Setting a limit to visitor numbers 2.20 
1: Very unimportant, 5: Very important 
One of the notable things with regard to regulation is that stakeholders in central 
government showed the lowest mean value for this compared with other groups, 
despite the fact that central government is in charge of establishing new regulations 
for sustainable tourism (see Table 7.7). This unexpected result is supposed to reflect 
the Korean government's strong policy orientation toward deregulation, which was 
desperate to assist the economic recovery since 1998. With regard to the issue of 
reinforcement of regulation, together with setting a limit on visitor numbers, only the 
environmental group evaluated it as important (higher than 3.0), while other groups 
gave it low scores (see Table 7.7). 
Community residents evaluated "expansion and improvement of tourist facilities" 
as an important policy tool, while other groups gave a low mean value to this (see 
Table 7.7). This result confirms that community residents have a strong desire for the 
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expansion of tourist facilities to attract more tourists, even if it may not be in line with 
sustainable tourism principles. 
Table 7.7: Opinions about policy tools for sustainable tourism according to 
stakeholder groups 
Policy tools CG LG TI EG CR 
Product development and promotion 
Participation of stakeholders 
Reinforcement of regulation for environmental 
protection 
Expansion and improvement of tourists facilities 
Development of international tourist resorts 
Increase of government support for the tourism 
3.67 3.40 3.29 3.03 3.31 
3.83 3.42 3.42 3.64 3.70 
2.30 2.89 2.48 3.48 2.74 
2.83 2.83 3.16 2.73 3.01 
1.43 1.91 2.48 2.18 2.05 
2.70 2.51 3.26 3.15 3.20 
industry 
Educational programme for environment 3.60 3.46 2.98 4.09 3.51 
Provision of high quality services 3.30 3.37 3.58 3.42 3.77 
Setting a limit to visitor numbers 2.33 1.93 1.58 3.18 2.00 
CG: central government, LG: local government, Th tourism industry, EG: 
Environmental groups, CR: community residents 
1: Very unimportant, 5: Very important 
In order to identify whether there are contradictions in each stakeholder group's 
attitudes towards these policy tools, these policy tools were split into two groups 
based on the researcher's judgment, one which is supposed to be relevant to 
sustainable tourism and the other which seems to relate to conventional tourism. The 
average scores were then calculated. "Participation of stakeholders", "reinforcement 
of regulation", "educational programme for environnienf', "providing high quality 
tourism services" and "setting a limit to visitor numbers" were allocated to the first 
group and "tourist product development and effective promotioW', "development and 
improvement of tourist facilities", "development of international tourists resort" and 
"increase of government supports for the tourism industry" were allocated to the 
second group. 
I 
As shown in Table 7.8, the four groups, except the tourism industry, were revealed to 
recognise policy tools that were categorised under sustainable tourism, rather than 
those for conventional tourism. According to this result, although the tourism industry 
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views sustainable tourism as an opportunity to promote tourism markets, it does not 
seem to show favourable attitudes toward practical policy tools. On the contrary, 
environmental groups seem to be able to distinguish policy tools for sustainable 
tourism from those for conventional tourism. Community residents show more or less 
contradictory attitudes towards these policy tools. They gave the same level of 
importance to both sets of policy tools, which means that community residents 
consider the policy tools for conventional tourism as important as those for 
sustainable tourism. It can be inferred, therefore, that community residents view 
sustainable tourism as tourism development, which is not different than conventional 
tourism development. 
Table 7.8: Comparison of two groups of policy tools in terms of importance 
perceived by each stakeholder group 
Stakeholder groups Policy tools relevant to Policy tools for 
sustainable tourism conventional tourism 
Central government Mean 3.0733 2.6583 
Local government Mean 3.0171 2.6643 
Tourism Industry Mean 2.8065 3.0484 
Environmental groups Mean 3.5636 2.7727 
Community residents Mean 3.0457 3.0429 
1: Very unimportant, 5: Very important 
Table 7.9 shows the results of an ANOVA test to identify the difference between 
groups in relation to policy tools. The results revealed that "reinforcement of 
regulation", "development of international tourist resort", "educational programme for 
environment".. "setting a limit to visitor numbers", "increase of governmental supports 
for the tourism industry" and "expansion and improvement of tourists facilities" were 
the policy tools which showed significant differences between stakeholder groups at 
the 5% significance level. In fact, "setting a limit to visitor numbers" showed the 
highest F value (11.836), which means that there is the widest statistical gap between 
groups in evaluating the importance of this policy tool, and, as a consequence, some 
conflicts between stakeholder groups regarding this issue can be expected. 
In order to identify between which group has significant difference each other in 
relation to the attitudes towards "setting a limit to visitor numbers", a post hoc test 
was conducted. As shown in Table 7.10, there were no significant differences among 
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central government, local government, the tourism industry and community residents. 
That is to say, these four stakeholders groups showed similar attitudes towards this 
policy tool. Only environmental groups showed significant differences from the other 
four stakeholder groups. This result implies that environmental groups are more liable 
to be in conflict with other stakeholder groups and to be excluded from the decision 
making process, in spite of their important role to secure sustainability in tourism 
development. 
Table7.9: Difference between groups with regards to the finportance ofpok tools 
Policy tools F value Significance 
Product development and promotion 1.559 0.188 
Participation of stakeholders 1.733 0.145 
Reinforcement of regulation 6.044 0.000 
Expansion and improvement of tourists facilities 2.621 0.037 
Development of international tourist resorts 3.569 0.008 
Increase of government support for the tourism industry 2.794 0.028 
Educational programme for environment 8.297 0.000 
Provision of high quality services 1.621 0.171 
Setting a limit to visitor numbers 11.836 0.000 
Table 7.10 Results of the post hoc test to identify differences between groups 
Stakeholder 
groups 
Stakeholder groups Mean Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 
CG LG . 39048 . 25037 . 657 TI . 75269 . 25772 . 079 
EG -. 84848(*) . 25385 . 028 
CR . 33333 . 25037 . 777 
LG CG -. 39048 15037 . 657 
TI 
. 36221 . 24819 . 712 
EG -1.23896(*) . 24417 . 000 CR -. 05714 . 24055 1.000 
TI CG -. 75269 . 25772 . 079 
LG -. 36221 . 24819 . 712 
EG -1.60117(*) . 25170 . 000 CR -. 41935 . 24819 . 584 
EG CG 
. 84848(*) . 25385 . 028 LG 1.23896(*) . 24417 . 000 
TI 1.60117(*) 
. 25170 . 000 
CR 1.18182(*) . 24417 . 000 
CR CG -. 33333 . 25037 . 777 
LG 
. 05714 . 24055 1.000 
TI 
. 41935 . 24819 . 584 EG -1.18182(*) . 24417 . 000 
CG: Central government, LG: Local government, TI: Tourism Industry, EG: Environmental Groups 
CR: Community Residents 
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The reason why "educational programme for environment" had the second highest 
F value was that there was a significant difference between the tourism industry (2.98) 
and environmental groups (4.09) (see Table 7.7). With regard to the issue of 
"reinforcement of regulations for environmental protection7, social debates between 
environmental groups and the other four stakeholder groups can be expected, because 
only environmental groups showed positive opinions on this policy tool, as in the case 
of "setting a limit to visitor numbers". 
7.2.3.3 Objectives of Gacheon green tourism as a specific case of sustainable 
tourism 
In order to identify how stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism view the objectives 
of this project as a specific case of sustainable tourism, respondents were asked to 
select two objectives that were important for them. Table 7.11 shows the frequency of 
each objective. According to the results, "increase of local income" was given the 
highest frequency followed by "facilitating relationship between city and rural area7', 
"conservation of natural resources" and "development of indigenous culture and 
preservation of it. " Considering the fact that the first two objectives, which showed 
the highest frequency, are interrelated in the context of the increase of number of 
visitors, it can be noted that most respondents viewed this project as a normal tourism 
development project, rather than sustainable tourism. In particular, even the central 
government and local govenunent, who initiated this project with an intention of 
achieving environmentally sound tourism development, showed a high percentage of 
these two objectives (61.6% and 66.1%, respectively) (see Table 7.12). This 
discrepancy between officially presented objectives and responded objectives implies 
that environmental issues may not be the government's main concern in this project. 
Community residents also showed high preference for. economic benefits from this 
project as shown in Table 7.12. 
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Table 7.11: Objectives of Gacheon green tourism 
Objectives Frequency Percent 
Increase of local income through tourism 118 36.2 
Conservation of natural resources 61 18.7 
Development of indigenous culture and preservation of it 34 10.4 
Increase of visitor's satisfaction through good service 17 5.2 
quality 
Realising better relationships between community 13 4.0 
residents 
Increase the popularity of the village 10 3.1 
Facilitating the relationship between city and rural area 73 22.4 
Total 326 100.0 
Table 7.12: Proportion of objectives according to stakeholder groups 
Objectives CG LG TI EG CR Total 
Increase of local income through 38.3 42.6 38.7 28.8 32.9 100 
tourism 
Conservation of natural resources 18.3 13.2 8.1 40.9 12.9 100 
Development of indigenous culture and 8.3 14.7 8.1 10.6 10.0 100 
preservation of it 
Increase of visitor's satisfaction 6.7 1.5 6.5 1.5 10.0 100 
through good service quality 
Realising better relationships between 3.3 1.5 0 6.1 8.6 100 
community residents 
Increase the popularity of the village 1.7 2.9 6.5 0 4.3 100 
Facilitate relationships between city 23.3 23.5 32.3 12.1 21.4 100 
and rural area 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
CG: central government, LG: local governmentý TI: tourism industry, EG: Environmental 
groups, CR: community residents 
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7.2.4 Evaluation of the importance of each stakeholder group 
Table 7.13 shows the importance of each organisation in achieving the alms of 
sustainable tourism as evaluated by respondents from Gacheon green tourism. 
According to the results, community residents were perceived to be the most 
important stakeholder group followed by local government, while the tourism industry Cý 
and the local press were given the lowest scores. This result supports the findings of 
the first stage research, which revealed close relationships between local goverm-nent 
and community residents in implementing sustainable tourism projects. This result 
can also be supported by another result of data analysis with regard to a question 
about a feeling of dependency in each stakeholder group. As shown in Table 7.14, 
respondents from Gacheon green tourism showed the highest dependency on local 
government. Based on these results, it can be noted that stakeholders in Gacheon 
green tourism recognize that the local government needs to take the greatest I 
responsibilities in achieving the goals of the proýject. 
Table 7.13: Perceived importance of each stakeholder group in achieving 
sustainable tourism 
Stakeholder groups Mean Std. Deviation 
Central -, overiinierit 5.56 1.35217 
Local (yovernment 6.25 . 96563 
Tourism iridustrý 5.14 1.23345 
Environmental groups 5.22 1.51070 
Communit-v 6.33 
. 
90430 
Local Press 5.03 1.46776 
Tourists 5.69 1.28765 
1: Very unimportant. 7: Very important 
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Table 7.14: Feeling of dependency on each stakeholder group 
Stakeholder groups Mean Std. Deviation 
Central government 3.2699 . 84664 
Local government 3.6994 . 88286 
Tourism industry 2.6564 . 97740 
Environmental groups 2.8037 1.02354 
Community residents 3.5276 . 96426 
1: Very low, 5: Very high 
7.2.5 Underlying dimensions of barriers to collaboration (factor 
analysis) 
A factor analysis was applied to 22 barriers to extract a more generalised group of 
barriers. This statistical technique allows the barriers to collaboration that are highly 
correlated to be grouped under a limited number of dimensions. These dimensions 
represent the underlying perceptual dimensions of a concept; in other words, how 
stakeholders perceive the barriers to effective collaboration in tourism development. 
In terms of a statistical technique, factor analysis also contributes to the minimisation 
of multicollinearity, which can bring about statistical errors due to strong relationships 
between variables within independent or dependent variable groups (Hair et al, 1998). 
As the first step of factor analysis, appropriateness of factor analysis was tested 
using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's 
Test of Sphericity (Hair et al, 1998). The result revealed that KMO was 0.849 and 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was significant (Chi square = 2316.689, df = 231, P< 
0.001), which means the appropriateness of the factor analysis was satisfied. 
According to the result of communalities, there were no barriers that had a 
communality value under 0.4; thus, all the 22 barriers were included in the factor 
analysis. 
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In order to decide on the number of factors to extract, both the Latent Root Criterion 
(eigenvalues) and Scree Test Criterion were employed. According to the result of the 
Latent Root Criterion, six components were revealed to have an eigenvalue higher 
than I (the cut-off point) (see Table 7.15). Therefore, six can be accepted as an 
appropriate number of factors. 
Table 7.15: The results of the Latent Root Criterion test (eigenvalue) 
Component Eigenvalues 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5.969 27.131 27.131 
2 1.814 8.247 35.377 
3 1.602 7.280 42.658 
4 1.252 5.689 48.347 
5 1.195 5.431 53.778 
6 1.070 4.865 58.643 
7 . 
987 4.650 62.993 
8 . 
898 4.080 67.073 
9 . 
814 3.699 70.771 
10 . 
742 3.373 74.144 
11 . 686 
3.119 77.263 
12 . 
649 2.949 80.212 
13 . 
621 2.824 83.036 
14 . 
560 2.546 85.582 
15 . 500 
2.275 87.856 
16 . 472 
2.144 90.000 
17 . 
448 2.034 92.035 
18 . 
421 1.913 93.948 
19 . 
372 1.690 95.637 
20 . 
364 1.655 97.292 
21 . 
314 1.427 98.719 
22 . 282 1.281 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
However, when the Scree Test Criterion was applied, the plot slopes more steeply 
downward between the sixth and seventh components than between the seventh and 
eighth components. Therefore, based on the results of the Scree Test Criterion (see 
Figure 7.1), seven factors were extracted from the 22 barriers. As a general rule, the 
scree test results in at least one and sometimes two or three factors being considered 
for inclusion than does the latent root criterion (Hair et al, 1998). 
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Figure 7.1. Scree plot of the 22 barriers to collaboration 
----------------------------------------------------- - ---- - -- - -- - -------- --- -------------------- 
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Table 7.16 shows the factor loadings (correlation) between each barrier and each 
extracted factor. 
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Table 7.16: The factor loadings of the 22 barriers to effective collaboration 
Component and factor loadings 
Barriers to effective collaboration 1234567 
Lack of experience in collaboration . 748 
Poor ability of community residents to manage the . 702 
project 
No convenors to facilitate collaboration . 672 
There is no institutionalised formal process of . 518 
collaboration to induce or enforce the stakeholders 
to participate in collaboration 
Lack of knowledge and consideration of . 500 
environmental issues 
Community residents are not good at productive . 430 
discussion and arguments 
Inflexible budget allocation and implementation . 786 
system 
Top-down decision making process . 753 
Sceptical attitudes toward govemment policy . 531 
Wide gap between collective interests and . 771 
personal interests 
Decision making power is unequally distributed to . 741 
stakeholder groups 
Indifference or feeling of opposition owing to . 574 
relative deprivation 
Frequent transfers of civil servants . 743 
Most stakeholders do not seem to appreciate the . 693 interdependence among them with regard to this 
project 
There is a feeling of opposition between . 474 
stakeholders 
Conflict between stakeholders because of . 456 different organisational objectives and missions 
Lack of incentives to participate in this project . 767 
Low priority of environmental issues in the 
government policies 
Poor ability of a project leader 
568 
. 546 
Financial and time constraints for me to . 841 
participate in this project 
Lack of administrative and institutional supports . 537 from government 
High profitability of another industry which 885 
makes stakeholders not interested in tourism 
The first dimension (a group of barriers) focused mostly on the limited ability of 
stakeholders to achieve effective collaboration, including lack of experience in 
collaboration, lack of coordinating scheme, power differences between stakeholders 
and poor ability of community residents to realise productive discussion. Although 
"lack of knowledge and appreciation of environmental issues" does not seem to fit in 
this dimension, it can be assumed that respondents thought this barrier restricted the 
ability of environmental groups to participate in tourism development. Based on these 
barriers included in the first dimension, it was labelled "limited ability to achieve 
effective collaboration". 
The second dimension consisted of barriers describing administrative problems, 
such as inflexible budget allocating system, ineffective legal supports and distrusted 
governmental policy. Therefore, this second group of barriers was labelled 
"administrative and institutional limitation". 
The third group of barriers seemed to be associated with pursuing personal interests, 
rather than public interests, so it was labelled "individualis&'. 
It could be argued that the four barriers included in the fourth dimension should be 
combined into one general barrier, because the first barrier ffrequent transfers of civil 
servants"), which has the highest factor loading, is more related to administrative 
procedure than conflicts between stakeholder groups, which the other three barriers 
indicate. Respondents might have thought that frequent transfers of civil servants 
could limit the ability to manage conflicts between stakeholder groups. The four 
barriers, therefore, were labelled "conflicts and mistrust". 
The fifth dimension was labelled "lack of incentives", based on an assumption that 
poor leadership can negatively affect the incentives of stakeholders to participate in 
tourism development. 
The sixth dimension was labelled "constrained resources to collaborate", because 
lack of support from the government can restrict the resources to participate. 
The seventh dimension was labelled "high profitability of current industry". 
As a result of, the factor analysis against, the 22 barriers to collaboration for 
sustainable tourism, the following seven generalised barriers were established. 
0 Limited ability to achieve effective collaboration 
0 Administrative and institutional limitations 
* Individualism 
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" Conflicts and mistrust 
" Lack of incentives 
" Constrained resources to collaborate 
" High profitability of current industry 
7.2.6 General attitudes towards barriers in Gacheon green tourism 
In order to know how seriously stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism consider 
these seven barriers generated by a factor analysis in the previous section, a mean 
value of each barrier was calculated and compared. As shown in Table 7.17, apart 
from "high profitability of current industry", all the barriers were given a mean value 
higher than 3.0, which means respondents recognised these barriers as hindering 
factors to collaboration. Among these barriers, "limited ability to achieve effective 
collaboration" was revealed to have the highest mean score followed by "conflict and 
mistrust". Based on these results, stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism seemed to 
not only be concerned about their lack of experience and ability to achieve effective 
collaboration but they also understand mistrust among stakeholders as serious barriers 
to overcome to ensure effective collaboration. 
Table 7.17: Attitudes of stakeholders in 6acheon towards barriers 
Barriers Mean 
Limited ability to achieve effective collaboration 3.65 
Administrative and institutional limitation 3.41 
Individualism 3.51 
Conflicts and mistrust 3.49 
Lack of incentives 3.26 
Constrained resources to collaborate 3.15 
High profitability of current industry 2.83 
1: strongly disagree, 5: strongly agree 
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7.2.7 Comparison of two cases (Gacehon green tourism and Jungmun 
resort tourism) in terms of attitudes towards characteristic attributes 
of sustainable tourism (T-test) 
Table 7.18 shows the results of a T-test against five variables relating to the 
characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism in order to identify any differences 
between the two cases. According to the results of the T-test, all five variables 
(attributes of sustainable tourism) were under the 5% significance level, which means 
that the five null hypotheses given in chapter 5 can be rejected. Therefore, it can be 
noted that: 
" There is a difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of the 
perceived ambiguity of the concept; 
" There is a difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of the 
perceived contradictory features; 
" There is a difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of potential 
conflicts between public and private sector perceived by respondents; 
" There is a difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of the 
perceived demand for change of attitudes and behaviours; and 
" There is a difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of the 
perceived difficulties in monitoring. 
Table 7.18: The result of the T-test to compare two cases 
Attributes Cases Mean scores T-value Sig. 
Ambiguity Gacheon green tourism 3.21 9.533 . 000 
Jungmun resort tourism 2.55 
Potential conflicts Gacheon green tourism 3.58 17.511 . 000 between public Jungmun resort tourism 2.34 
and private sector 
Demand Gacheon green tourism 3.99 8.817 . 000 
for change Jungmun resort tourism 3.46 
Contradiction Gacheon green tourism 3.70 10.698 . 000 
Jungmun resort tourism 2.95 
Monitoring Gacheon green tourism 2.62 8.378 . 000 
Difficulties Jungmun resort tourism 2.26 
1: strongly disagree, 5: strongly agree 
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"Potential conflicts between public and private sector" showed the highest t-value, 
which means that there is the widest gap between the two cases with regard to this 
attribute. This result indicates that stakeholders in Jungmun resort tourism do not 
rdcognise the tourism industry's apathy toward tourism development as much as those 
in Gacheon green tourism do. In other words, it suggests that the tourism industry is 
more likely to consider resort tourism as an opportunity to make profits from 
investment than sustainable tourism. This also means that sustainable tourism may 
have more difficulties in attracting the tourism industry's participation and 
collaboration than resort tourism. 
"Contradictory features" showed. the second highest t-value, which means that 
respondents from Gacheon green tourism recognise the contradictory aspects of 
sustainable tourism more than respondents from Jungmun resort tourism recognise the 
conventional tourism. 
"The ambiguity of the concept" also showed a high t-value, which means that the 
stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism have more difficulties in defining and 
understanding the meaning of "sustainable tourism" than stakeholders in Jungmun 
tourism have in defining resort tourism. With regard to the ambiguity, the respondents 
from Jungmun resort tourism gave a 2.55 mean score, which is under 3.0; thus, it can 
be noted that resort tourism is recognised by stakeholders to have relatively clear 
objectives and meanings as compared with sustainable tourism. 
It was also revealed that stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism felt more 
difficulties in evaluating the performance or success of it than the stakeholders in 
Jungmun resort tourism, because respondents from Gacheon green tourism showed a 
higher mean score (2.62) than those from Jungmun resort tourism (2.26). However, 
considering the low mean value (under 3.0) in both cases, respondents seem to feel 
relatively few difficulties in monitoring the performance of tourism development. 
In the case of "demand for change", although both cases showed a statistically 
significant difference, Jungmun resort tourism also showed a high mean score (3.46), 
as did Gacheon green tourism. It can be noted, therefore, whether they are 
stakeholders in sustainable tourism or conventional mass tourism, stakeholders 
recognise a need for changing attitudes and behaviours for the success of tourism 
development. 
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7.2.8 Comparison of the two cases in terms of expectation level 
towards attitudes in each tourism development project 
In order to identify any differences between the two cases in terms of respective 
attitudes towards the future -expectation level of each project, a T-test was conducted. 
As shown in Table 7.19, both questions showed statistically significant differences 
between the two cases at the 5% significance level. With regard to a question "I 
believe that I can benefit from this proj ect' ', respondents from Jungmun resort tourism 
showed a higher expectation of benefits from tourism development (3.21) than those 
in Gacheon (2.80). "1 believe that this project will be implemented effectively" also 
showed statistically significant differences between two cases, and Jungmun showed a 
higher degree of expectation of implementation (3.23) than Gacheon (2.94). Based on 
these two results, stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism showed lower expectation 
levels than those in Jungmun. 
Table 7.19: Results ofthe T-test between two cases reganling the expectations of each project 
Cases Mean T Sig. 
I believe that I can benefit from this project GGT 2.801 -3.752 . 000 
JRT 3.210 
1 believe that this project will be implemented GGT 2.938 -3.060 . 002 
effectively ý JRT 3.232 
GGT: Gacheon Green Tourism, JRT: Jungmun Resort Tourism 
1: Strongly disagree, 5: Strongly agree 
In order to identify whether the attributes of sustainable tourism affect the low 
expectation level shown by respondents from Gacheon green tourism, a regression 
test was conducted. The result, as shown in Table 7.20, revealed that variables related 
to the characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism contributed to increasing the 
power of explanation of the variance of a variable indicating expectation of benefits 
by 22.1 % (R square) and expectation of effective implementation by 14% respectively. 
In the case of expectation of benefits, as shown in Table 7.21, among the five 
variables representing attributes of sustainable tourism, three variables ("ambiguity of 
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the concept of sustainable tourism", "contradictory features" and "high demand for 
change of attitudes and behaviours") were identified to have statistically significant 
relationships (first two negative and the third positive) with expectations. Based on 
this result, it can be assumed that the ambiguity of the concept of sustainable tourism 
and the contradiction between the two main objectives of sustainable tourism 
(ensuring continuous profits from tourism and preserving natural resources) can bring 
about low expectations of economic benefits from sustainable tourism. 
In the case of expectation of effective implementation, as shown in Table 7.22, 
only "ambiguity of concept of sustainable tourism" and "contradictory feature" were 
revealed to have a statistically significant relationship with this dependent variable. 
Table 7.20: Results ofa regrmsion test between affributes ofstistdnable tourism and two variables 
Dependent variable R square F value Sig. 
Expectation of benefit 22.1% 8.794 0.000 
Expectation of effective implementation 14.0% 5.026 0.000 
Table 7.21: Correlation between attributes and expectation of benefits 
Model Standardized 
Coefficients 
T-value Sig. 
Beta 
I (Constant) 5.225 . 000 
Ambiguity of the concept -. 190 -2.587 . 010 
Potential conflicts between public -. 068 -. 852 . 395 
and private sector 
High demand for change . 213 2.647 . 009 
Contradictory feature -. 320 -4.213 . 000 
Monitoring difficulties . 016 . 217 . 829 
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Table 7.22 Corrdation between affril)utes and expectation of implementation 
Model Standardized T Sig. 
Coefficients 
Beta 
(Constant) 6.154 . 000 
Ambiguity of the concept -. 201 '-2.602 . 010 
Potential conflicts between public -. 161 -1.909 . 058 
and private sector 
High demand for change . 063 . 745 . 457 
Contradictory feature -. 188 -2.364 . 019 
Monitoring difficulties . 082 1.038 . 301 
7.2-9 Comparison of the two cases in terms of barriers to coUaboration 
Table 7.23 shows the results of the MANOVA test to identify the overall difference 
between Gacheon green tourism and Jungmun resort tourism in terms of the degree of 
hindrance to effective collaboration. As shown in Table 7.23, all four tests revealed 
significance scores below 0.05, which are valid grounds to reject the null hypotheses. 
Therefore, it can be noted that there is a difference between the two cases in terms of 
the overall degree of hindrance to effective collaboration. In other words, Gacheon 
green tourism, as a representative of sustainable tourism, has a higher degree of 
hindrance to collaboration than conventional tourism development. 
Table 7.23: Results of the MANOVA test 
Variable Value F Sig. 
Overall difference Pillai's Trace . 117 6.307(a) . 000 between the two cases in 
tenns of the degree of Wilks'Lambda . 883 6.307(a) . 000 hindrance to effective 
collaboration Hotelling's Trace . 133 6.307(a) . 000 
Roy's Largest _133 6.307(a) . 000 Root 
Table 7.24 shows which variable contributes most to the gap between the two cases. 
It was revealed that "limited ability to achieve effective collaboration", "conflicts and 
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mistrust" and "constrained resources to collaborate" had significance levels under 0.5, 
which is valid grounds to reject the null hypotheses. Therefore, it can be noted that: 
There is a difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of "limited 
ability to achieve effective collaboration" as perceived by stakeholders; 
There is a difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of "conflicts 
and mistrust" as perceived by stakeholders; and 
There is a difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of 
"constrained resources to collaborate" as perceived by stakeholders. 
That is to say, respondents from Gacheon green tourism perceive a higher degree of 
hindrance to collaboration with regard to these three barriers than those from 
Jungmun resort tourism do. On the other hand, the rest of the barriers were revealed to 
have no significant differences between the two cases. 
Unexpectedly, in the case of "administrative and institutional limitation", the mean 
score of Jungmun was higher than that of Gacheon, although the difference was not 
statistically significant. This result indicates that respondents from both cases 
recognise administrative inefficiency and lack of institutional support as serious 
problems, which hinder effective collaboration between stakeholders. 
Table 7.24: Statistical difference between the two cases according to each barrier 
Dependent Variable Mean F Sig. 
Limited ability to achieve effective GGT 3.652 13.749 . 000 
collaboration JRT 3.423 
Individualism GGT 3.509 2.111 . 147 JRT 3.404 
Conflicts and mistrust GGT 3.486 5.112 . 024 JRT 3.318 
Administrative and institutional limitation GGT 3.414 1.141 . 286 JRT 3.496 
Lack of incentives GGT 3.258 0.001 . 977 JRT 3.257 
Constrained resources to collaborate GGT 3.149 13.335 . 000 JRT 2.842 
High profitability of current industry GGT 2.832 1.305 . 254 JRT 2.700 
GGT: Gacheon Green Tourism, JRT: Jungmun Resort Tourism 
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7.2.10 Relationships between characteristic attributes of sustainable 
tourism and barriers 
In the previous section, it was revealed that the two cases showed statistically 
significant differences in terms of the overall degree of hindrance to effective 
collaboration and that Gacheon had a higher degree of hindrance than Jungmun in 
three barriers ("limited ability to achieve effective collaboration", "conflicts and 
mistrust" and "constrained resources to participate"). It is necessary then to identify 
whether there are significant relationships between these barriers and the intrinsic 
attributes* of sustainable tourism in Gacheon's case. To do so, multiple regression tests 
were conducted. Table 7.25 shows the results of regression tests in which a group of 
variables indicating the intrinsic attributes of sustainable tourism were regarded as 
independent variables and each variable representing a barrier to collaboration was 
regarded as a dependent variable. 
Table 7.25: Results of the regression test between attributes of sustainable 
tourism and barriers to collaboration 
Barriers (dependent variables) R square F value Sig. 
Limited ability to achieve effective collaboration 
Individualism 
Conflicts and mistrust 
Administrative and institutional limitation 
Lack of incentives 
Constrained resources to collaborate 
19.5% 16.21 0.000 
11.6% 8.80 0.000 
10.5% 7.84 0.000 
1.1% 0.77 0.572 
7.6% 5.56 0.000 
20.4% 17.19 0.000 
High profitability of current industry 6.5% 4.64 , 0.011 
According to this result, six barriers (all except for "administrative and institutional 
limitation") were identified as having a statistically significant level to reject the null 
hypotheses regarding relationships between the characteristic attributes of sustainable 
tourism and barriers. Therefore, it can be noted that: 
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9 The five attributes of sustainable tourism can significantly explain the variance in 
the degree of "limited ability to achieve effective collaboration7; 
* The five attributes of sustainable tourism can significantly explain týe variance in 
the degee of "individualism"; 
9 The five attributes of sustainable tourism can significantly explain the variance in 
the degree of "conflicts and mistrust"; 
* The five attributes of sustainable tourism can significantly explain the variance in 
the degree of "lack of incentives"; 
* The five attributes of sustainable tourism can significantly explain the variance in 
the degree of "constrained resources to collaborate"; and 
9 The five attributes of sustainable tourism can significantly explain the variance in . 
the degree of "high profitability of current industry" 
"Constrained resources to collaborate" was revealed to have the highest R square 
value (20.4%) followed by "limited ability to achieve effective collaboration" (19.5%), 
"individualism" (11.6%) and "conflicts and mistrust" (10.5%). Among these, all 
except "individualism" were barriers that showed significant difference between two 
cases, as identified in the previous section. 
In order to detennine which of the variables indicating attributes of sustainable 
tourism affect each barrier significantly, coefficient tables for each barrier were 
prepared (see Tables 7.26-3 1). 
With regard to "constrained resources to collaborate", as shown in Table 7.26, 
"contradictory features of sustainable tourism" and "monitoring difficulties" were 
revealed to have a significant relationship. 
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Table 7.26: Con-elation between "coDshmined resoum&'and attributes ofstistinable tourinn 
Model Coefficients T Sig. Collinearity Statistics 
Beta Tolerance VIF 
I (Constant) 
Ambiguity 
7.187 . 000 
. 064 1.162 . 246 . 
773 1.293 
Contradictory features 
. 407 6.952 . 000 . 
694 1.442 
Potential conflicts between 
. 084 1.370 . 172 . 637 
1.570 
public and private sector 
High demand for change -. 061 -1.124 . 262 . 806 1.240 
Monitoring difficulties 
-. 147 -2.675 . 008 . 790 1.265 
In the case of the barrier "limited ability to achieve effective collaboration", "high 
demand for change", "contradictory features" and "ambiguity" were identified as 
having statistically significant relationships with this barrier (see Table 7.27). 
Table 727: Con-da6on between "Emited ab&y" and attnbutes ofsustimble tDurism 
Model Coefficients T Sig. Collinearity Statistics 
Beta Tolerance VIF 
I (Constant) 
Ambiguity 
Contradictory features 
Potential conflicts 
between public and private 
sector 
High demand for change 
Monitoring difficulties 
8.231 . 000 
. 188 3.360 . 001 . 770 1.298 
. 266 4.509 . 000 . 690 1.449 
. 
005 
. 081 . 936 . 
634 1.577 
. 135 2.468 . 
014 . 809 1.236 
. 028 . 503 . 615 . 788 1.270 
On the other hand, in the case of the barrier "lack of incentives", "potential conflicts 
between public and private sector" and "contradictory features" were revealed to have a 
statistically significant relationship with this barrier (see Table 7.28). 
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Table 7.28: ConrJafion betwem"ladk of incentivd'and aftnbutes of stisb&iable tourism 
Model Coefficients T Sig. Collinearity Statistics 
Beta Tolerance VIF 
I (Constant) 9.574 . 000 
Ambiguity 
. 024 . 400 . 690 . 770 1.299 
Contradictory features 
. 305 4.836 . 000 . 689 1.451 
Potential conflicts 
between public and private . 160 2.42 . 016 . 633 1.579 
sector 
High demand for change -. 045 -. 769 . 443 . 808 1.237 
Difficulties in monitoring 
. 
021 
. 
360 
. 719 . 788 1.269 
In the case of "individualism", "contradictory features" and "high demand for 
change" were revealed to have a statistically significant relationship with this variable 
(see Table 7.29). 
Table 729: Corrdation between "hidividualisrOand attributes of susWnable tourism 
Model Coefficients T Sig. Collinearity Statistics 
Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) 7.412 . 000 
Ambiguity 
-. 002 -. 039 . 969 . 770 1.299 
Contradictory features 
. 309 4.997 . 000 . 689 1.451 
Potential conflicts 
between public and private -. 070 -1.085 . 279 . 633 1.579 
sector 
High demand for change 
. 150 2.636 . 009 . 808 1.237 
Difficulties in monitoring 
. 009 . 149 . 882 . 788 1.269 
With regard to "high profitability of current industry", only "ambiguity of sustainable 
tourism" was revealed to have a statistically relationship with this barrier (see Table 
7.30). 
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Table 730: Con-dation betwem'%igh profitability of current industn3ý'and attributes of 
suistainable tDUriSM 
Model Coefficients T Sig. Collinearity Statistics 
Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) 3.237 . 001 
Ambiguity 
. 199 3.312 . 001 . 770 1.298 
Contradictory features 
. 105 1.658 . 098 . 690 1.449 
Potential conflicts 
between public and private -. 027 -. 402 . 688 . 634 1.577 
sector 
High demand for change 
. 066 1.124 . 262 . 809 1.236 
Difficulties in monitoring 
-. 032 -. 540 . 589 . 788 1.270 
Lastly, in the case of "conflicts and mistrust", "contradictory features" was identified 
to have a significant relationship with this barrier (see Table 7.3 1). 
Table 731: Corrdation between "conflicts and mistrý'and attributes ofsustainable tourism 
Model Coefficients T Sig. Collinearity Statistics 
Beta Tolerance VIF 
I (Constant) 7.812 . 000 
Ambiguity 
. 086 1.461 . 145 . 770 1.298 
Contradictory features 
. 253 4.065 . 000 . 690 1.449 
Potential conflicts 
between public and private . 019 . 298 . 766 . 634 1.577 
sector ' 
High demand for change 
. 055 . 962 . 336 . 809 1.236 
Difficulties in monitoring 
-. 003 -. 044 . 965 . 788 1.270 
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7.3 Discussion 
7.3.1 General attitudes toward iustainable tourism 
This study revealed that stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism, as a case of 
sustainable tourism, 
- 
generally recognised the importance of environmental 
conservation and preservation of indigenous culture as objectives of sustainable 
tourism. These results are similar to the results of Hardy and Beeton's (2001) research 
into stakeholder perceptions towards sustainable tourism issues, where all four 
stakeholder groups showed concerns about the negative impact of tourism and the 
importance of protecting the natural and cultural environment. Stakeholders in 
Gacheon green tourism also considered the balanced participation of stakeholders 
(particularly community participation) as the most important polity tool for the 
success of sustainable tourism. Considering that environmental concern and 
community participation are essential principles of sustainable tourism (Bramwell et 
al, 1996; WTO, 1998; UN, 2000; Tosun, 2004), it can be noted that stakeholders in 
Gacheon green tourism seem to understand the meaning of sustainable tourism 
correctly. 
Nonetheless, there were also some contradictions in their attitude towards 
sustainable tourism when economic issues were involved. With regard to the 
objectives of sustainable tourism, increase of community income was selected as the 
most important objective by respondents (Ioannides, 1995). Furthermore, respondents 
evaluated expansion of tourist facilities as a more important policy tool than 
regulations for environmental protection or setting a limit to visitor numbers. In 
particular, community residents showed a strong preference for economic benefits 
over environmental issues. Despite the many positive aspects of Gacheon green 
tourism with regards to sustainable tourism, which were identified in the first stage 
research, many stakeholders were revealed to consider Gacheon green tourism as just 
regional tourism development, rather than sustainable tourism development. Even the 
central and local governments who initiated this project showed much more concern 
with community income levels than with preserving the natural and cultural 
environment. These attitudes of the central and local government towards sustainable 
tourism are similar to other previous studies, such as Ioannides' (2001) study that was 
conducted in the context of the Mediterranean Isle and Augustyn's (1998) research 
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into rural tourism development initiated by the Polish government. As noted in the 
previous chapter, sustainable tourism embraces contradictory objectives, such as 
economic growth and environmental protection or development and conservation 
(Aronsson, 2000; McCool & Moisey, 2001). The results of the second stage research 
also showed this contradictory aspect of sustainable tourism. 
With regard to the objectives and policy tools of sustainable tourism, the tourism 
industry's apathy towards environmental issues (Swarbrook, 1999; Butler, 2000) was 
also identified in the second stage research. Among the five stakeholder groups, 
respondents from the tourism industry gave the lowest scores to policy tools related to 
environmental protection, including reinforcement of regulation, setting a limit to 
visitor numbers and educational programmes about the environment. Although the 
first stage research revealed that the tourism industry viewed sustainable tourism as an 
opportunity to promote tourism markets, the tourism industry did not seem to show 
favourable attitudes towards practical policy tools for sustainable tourism, particularly 
when environmental issues were involved (Silva & McDill, 2004). 
As expected, the environmental groups showed the most favourable attitudes 
towards objectives and policy tools that are related to environmental issues. Moreover, 
they were revealed to be the only stakeholder group who agreed on the need of 
reinforcement regulation for environmental protection and setting a limit to visitor 
numbers as policy tools for sustainable tourism. This result implies that substantial 
participation of environmental groups is essential to address environmental issues 
properly in the process of sustainable tourism development. However, these attitudes 
of environmental groups distinguished them from the other four stakeholder groups 
may restrict the participation of environmental groups because of other stakeholder 
groups' apathy or burdensome feelings towards them as identified in the first stage of 
research. This result is similar to Lovelock's (2002) research. According to this 
research into the role of the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS), which 
is the largest environmental group in Canada, this organisation was not only excluded 
from the decision making processes of Park Canada, but it was also left with few 
friends in the tourism industry, due to ideological differences in park development 
issues and the aggressive attitude and actions of CPAWS (Lovelock, 2002). 
Swarbrooke (1999) also noted that environmental groups can sometimes be accused 
of being a self-appointed elite or of taking an over-simplistic or extreme view of 
problems. 
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7.3.2 Inherent attributes of sustainable tourism 
As a result of the T-test between the two cases (Gacheon green tourism and Jungmun 
resort tourism) to identify whether conventional tourism has the same level of 
attributes as sustainable tourism, it was revealed that stakeholders from Gacheon 
green tourism showed stronger agreement on the 5 variables representing attributes of 
sustainable tourism ("ambiguity of the concept", "contradictory feature", "potential 
conflicts between public and private sector", "demand for changes" and "monitoring 
difficulties") than did Jungmun resort tourism. Although these intrinsic attributes may 
not be unique to sustainable tourism, it can be noted that Gacheon green tourism, as a 
representative case for sustainable tourism, has higher degree of attributes as 
compared with Jungmun resort tourism (representing conventional mass tourism). 
Among those attributes, "potential conflicts between public and private sector" 
showed the widest statistical difference between the two cases. Two reasons can be 
suggested for this gap. First, green tourism is generally associated with regulation 
issues, such as environmental protection, preservation of agricultural lands and 
cultural heritage protection. As a tourism developer mentioned in the first stage 
research, those regulations actually have discouraged the tourism industry's 
participation in green tourism development. This conflicting relationship between the 
need for regulation and a desire for deregulation can take place in all tourism 
development cases, but, in terms of the degree of intensity, sustainable tourism seems 
to need more attention to this issue (Berry & Ladkin, 1997; Bianchi, 2004). Second, 
green tourism still does not seem to be recognised by the tourism industry as a proflt- 
generating business. In South Korea, green tourism was initiated and supported by the 
Korean government under the flag of rehabilitation of rural areas, so most plans have 
been implemented through a close partnership between government and community 
residents (Jang, 2001; MAF, 2003). It is unlikely that there have been enough chances 
for the tourism industry to be involved in establishing -and implementing this type of 
tourism, which was also revealed in the first stage research. Tberefore, the private 
sector is liable to believe that sustainable tourism is the concern of government and 
community residents, not of industry, despite the evidence of the private sector's 
willingness to adopt the principles of sustainable tourism (Carlsen et al, 2001; 
Herremans & Welsh, 2001; Whiley & Knight, 2004). Furthermore, as the green 
tourism project tries to encourage the community's direct involvement in tourism 
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businesses like running home-stay accommodation, Internet room bookings and 
promotion, it can diminish the tourism industry's interest in this type of project 
(Simmons, 1994). This problem was also mentioned by an interviewee from a travel 
agency in the first stage research. 
"Contradictory aspects of sustainable tourism (conventional tourism)" was 
revealed to have the second widest statistical gap between the two cases. It seems that 
a conflict between the demands for the expansion of tourism development and 
preservation of natural resources, both of which should be regarded as key objectives 
of tourism development, can take place regardless of the type of tourism development 
(Hall, 2000). Nonetheless, this study revealed that stakeholders in Gacheon green 
tourism perceived the contradictory aspects of sustainable tourism more strongly. One 
of the possible reasons for this is that, because environmental concern was considered 
as an imperative objective in Gacheon green tourism, stakeholders from Gacheon are 
more likely to face conflicts between environmental and economic issues. Tosun 
(2000) also highlighted the conflicts between the local elites who do not accept the 
legitimacy of mass tourism and community residents who want to develop a more 
intensive mode of tourism with regard to the imposition of an alternative tourism 
model. 
"The ambiguity of the concept of sustainable tourism" also showed significant 
difference between the two cases. Many respondents from Gacheon green tourism did 
not seem to be familiar with the concept of sustainable tourism. As Berry and Ladkin 
(1997) noted, the vague principles of sustainable tourism do not seem to be well 
translated into workable practice. They showed a low awareness of sustainable 
tourism and a high level of confusion in understanding it as compared with the 
respondent group from Jungmun in terms of the recognition of tourism resort 
development. This ambiguity could be caused by the relatively short history of 
sustainable tourism in South Korea, as well as by the complexity and multi- 
dimensional aspects of sustainable tourism. While tourism resort development plans 
have been introduced and undertaken for the last 5 decades in South Korea, it has 
been less than 10 years since the principle of sustainable tourism was included in 
governmental tourism plans (Kim & Kim, 2001). 
"Monitoring difficulties" also showed differences between the two cases. This 
result can be corroborated by ftu-ther data analysis. Table 7.32 shows the degree of 
difficulty in assessing the indictors of tourism development evaluated by respondents. 
According to this result, indicators more closely related to sustainable tourism (shaded 
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rows in the Table 7.32) were revealed to be recognised as more difficult indicators to 
be assessed as compared with others. 
Table 7.32: Perceived difficulties in assessing each indicator 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
I. Improvement of natural environment, such as 161 3.80 1.72417 
decrease in pollution 
2. Continuous increase in visitor numbers 161 5.47 1.44076 
3. The contribution oftourism to the local economy 161 4.47 1.25031 
4. Improvement of scenic view of the village 161 4.36 1.50230 
5. Equal distribution of profits from tourism 162 3.58 1.58302 
6. Decrease in amount of rubbish 161 4.37 1.78076 
7. N urnber of jobs generated by tourism 161 4.63 1.43479 
8. Discovery and conservation of traditional 161 3.29 1.55579 
culture 
9. Enhanced recognition of participants in 161 3.63 1.72006 
tourism development towards environmental 
issues 
1: Very hard, 7: Very easy 
In order to achieve the goals of sustainable tourism in the real world, proper 
indicators of sustainable tourism must be operationalised before any tangible progress 
can be shown to have been made (Dymond, 1997). Nonetheless, as the results of this 
research have shown, respondents from Gacheon green tourism feel more difficulties 
in developing indicators to assess the achievements of sustainable tourism than those 
in Jungmun resort tourism. This result strengthens the arguments of earlier studies that 
noted the limitations of developing indicators for sustainable tourism and measuring 
them (WTO, 1995; Wight, 1998; Butler, 2000). This challenging factor needs to be 
considered as one of the notable characteristics of sustainable tourism. 
Although the two cases showed a statistical difference with respect to "demand for 
changes in attitudes and behaviours", both of the cases also showed strongly positive 
attitudes towards the need for change. This means that, whether tourism development 
is in pursuit of maximising visitor's numbers or ensuring sustainability, changing 
stakeholders' attitudes and behaviours in a positive direction is considered to be an 
important factor for the success of the development. However, as Miffier (1994) noted, 
sustainable tourism may demand a more dramatic change of stakeholders' attitudes 
and behaviours. which can be called "a change of paradigm". 
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7.3.3 Degree of hindrance to collaboration in Gahceon green tourism 
In order to identify the overall difference between Gacheon green tourism and 
Jungmun resort tourism in terms of the degree of hindrance to effective collaboration, 
a MANOVA test was conducted on the seven barriers, which had been obtained by 
factor analysis. It was revealed that there were overall differences between two cases 
in terms of the degree of hindrance to effective collaboration and Gacheon's case 
showed a higher degree of hindrance. Gacheon green tourism was examined as a 
successful tourism development case in terms of effectiveness of collaboration as 
compared with Janghang in the first stage research. Nonetheless, this case was 
revealed to face a higher degree of hindrance to collaboration than Jungmun, which 
implies that these barriers have something to do with the characteristics of sustainable 
tourism. 
Among the seven barriers, "limited ability to achieve effective collaboration", 
"conflict and mistrust" and "constrained resources to collaborate" showed statistically 
significant differences between two cases. Among these three barriers, "limited ability 
to achieve effective collaboration" was the barrier that was given the highest mean 
scores by respondents from Gacheon green tourism. Therefore, it can be noted that 
Gacheon green tourism is more likely to suffer from stakeholders' lack of experience 
and ability to perform effective collaboration. In order to identify the reason for this 
result, more specifically, the mean scores of the six barriers which a generalised 
barrier "limited ability to achieve effective collaboration" consists of (see Table 7.34). 
Table 733: Mean score of sub4xuTicrs under'%mited ability to achieve effective collaborution! ' 
Sub-barriers Mean Standard 
deviation 
Lack of knowledge and appreciation of environmental issues 3.6524 . 91742 
Poor ability of community residents to manage this project 3.7683 . 91072 
No convenors to facilitate collaboration 3.5092 . 91872 
Power differences between stakeholders in making decisions 3.4479 . 99476 
Lack of experience in collaboration 3.7485 . 84870 
Community residents' lack of ability to achieve productive 3.7914 . 81236 discussion 
1: Strongly disagree, 5: Strongly agree 
The result shows that "lack of community residents' ability to achieve productive 
discussion" and "poor ability of community residents to manage this projecf' were 
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revealed to be the most responsible for the high mean score of "limited ability to 
achieve effective collaboration7'. These two barriers are related to community issues. 
There are two reasons suggested for this. First, green tourism is a type of sustainable 
tourism that normally takes place in remote rural areas, which are characterised by 
low level of education and high levels of aged people, at least in the case of South 
Korea (MAF, 2003). The demographic statistics of this research showed that the 
proportion of people older than 50 in Gacheon was higher than in Jungmun by 10%. 
Second, the success of sustainable tourism development depends considerably on a 
community's direct involvement in tourism businesses and a high level of 
commitment to diverse voluntary activities, which are necessary to secure 
sustainability. Therefore, it can be assumed that stakeholders in Gacheon green 
tourism have a high level of expectancy toward the community's important role and 
capability to manage sustainability in tourism development (Getz & Jamal, 1994). As 
long as they have a high expectation level, favourable evaluation would not be likely. 
On the other hand, in the case of Jungmun resort tourism, since community residents 
nonnally take part in the tourism development not as business operators but as 
employees or land providers, they would not be expected to show a high level of 
commitment and capability. As shown in Table 7.34, Jungmun resort tourism showed 
a lower level of dependency on community residents than did Gacheon. 
Table 7.34: Dependency on community residents 
Jungmun resort Gacheon Green 
tourism tourism 
Dependency on central government 3.05 3.53 
1: Very low, 5: Very high 
"Constrained resources to collaboration", which showed the second biggest 
statistical difference, was also pointed out by many respondents in the first stage 
research. This result is similar to that of Wondolleck and Yaffee's (2000) study of 
Ecosystem Management, a partnership between USDA Forest Service and the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) in the United States. According to this 
research, "lack of time, money or personnel" was also revealed to be the second most 
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often cited obstacle by both public and private managers. However, the still 
unanswered question is why Gacheon green tourism showed a higher degree of 
hindrance than Jungmun with regard this barrier (constrained resources to collaborate). 
One possible reason is that, as the first stage research revealed, Gacheon green 
tourism is more likely to demand voluntary participation from community residents 
and environmental organisations, because this project is closely related to public 
interests. As identified in the first stage research, the project leader in Gacheon village 
complained of the lack of time and money to indulge himself in the project, because 
he did not get paid for his work and he had to take care of his farming at the same 
time. Another respondent also admitted that sometimes he felt he was being exploited. 
As shown in Table 7.35, respondents from environmental groups and community 
residents, who are more likely to provide voluntary works for this project, showed a 
higher degree of agreement on this barrier. 
Table 7.35: Attitudes towards "lack of time and money to collaborate" 
Organ Mean Std. Deviation 
Central government 3.3000 . 91539 
Local government 3.4286 . 94824 
Tourism industry 3.73ý3 . 82768 
Environmental groups 4.2121 . 85723 
Community residents 4.2000 1.05161 
Mean 3.7853 . 99221 
1: Strongly disagree, 5: Strongly agree 
"Conflicts and mistrust" was a barrier that also showed a statistically significant 
difference between the two cases. In order to strengthen this result, a MANOVA test 
was conducted against a group of questions that were intended to identify the degree 
of psychological distance or dislike. The result revealed that there was a statistically 
significant difference between the two cases in terms of the degree of dislike and 
Gacheon's case showed a higher degree of dislike between stakeholder groups (see 
Table 7.36). 
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Table 7.36: Result of MANOVA test 
Effect Value F Sig. 
Overall Pillai's Trace . 066 4.730(a) . 000 differences Wilks'Lambda, . 934 4.730(a) . 000 between Hotelling's Trace . 070 4.73 0(a) . 000 Gacheon and 
Jungmun Roy's Largest Root . 070 4.73 0(a) . 000 
More specifically, although there was no difference between the two cases with 
regard to negative attitudes towards the central government, local government and/or 
community residents, Gacheon green tourism showed a higher degree of dislike of the 
tourism industry and environmental groups (see Table 7.37). Some reasons for this 
can be suggested as follows. First, Gacheon green tourism is characterised by a solid 
relationship between the government and local residents, because it is intended to 
encourage community participation. Therefore, as previously noted, the tourism 
industry tends to be considered as less important by the government and community 
residents. This kind of atmosphere can have an effect on attitudes toward the tourism 
industry. On the other hand, the tourism industry takes an important role as an 
investor and service provider in the case of Jungmun resort tourism, which is 
supposed to bring about a more positive attitude in stakeholders toward the tourism 
industry. Secondly, in both cases, although the environmental groups tried to get 
involved in the tourism development as protectors of natural and cultural 
envirom-nents, it is more likely that the environmental group in Gacheon green 
tourism will take an active role and have a more critical view as a veto group. This is 
because one of the main objectives of Gacheon green tourism is to preserve the 
indigenous culture and natural environment, - which are crucial for the future of 
Gacheon tourism. So, the more they have a critical view of tourism development, the 
more they are liable to get unfavourable attitudes from other stakeholder groups 
(Lovelock, 2002). 
219 
Table 7.37: Difference between the two cases in terms of a degree of dislike 
Negative attitude 
towards 
Gacheon 
or Jungmun 
Mean Std. 
Deviation 
F value Sig 
Central government Gacheon 2.8476 . 82347 3.340 0.068 
Jungmun 2.6667 . 92754 
Localgovernment Gacheon 2.6503 . 82801 0.293 0.589 
Jungmun 2.6000 . 88816 
Tourism industry Gacheon 2.9816 . 87116 7.439 0.007 
Jungmun 2.7278 . 85110 
Environmental groups Gacheon 3.1350 . 94618 6.555 0.010 
Jungmun 2.8778 . 91331 
Community residents Gacheon 2.5337 . 92484 1.786 0.182 
Jungmun 2.6667 . 91542 
1: Strongly disagree, 5: Strongly agree 
Although there was no statistically significant difference between the two cases with 
respect to "administrative and institutional limitations", it was felt worthwhile to 
focus on this issue, because Jungmun's case showed a higher degree of hindrance than 
Gacheon's case (see Table 7.24). As an example of large scale of tourism 
development, Jungmun resort tourism depends highly on administrative and 
institutional support from the central government, such as tax reduction or exemption, 
establishing a legal system for land expropriation and deregulation and provision of 
infrastructure, as compared with Gachoen green tourism, which is developed on a 
small scale (JPG, 2002). Table 7.38 indicates that stakeholders in Jungmun resort 
tourism showed a higher dependency on central government than those in Gacheon 
green tourism. Considering the high dependency on central government in Jungmun's 
case, it could be more likely that stakeholders in Jungmun resort tourism will have a 
more critical view of the administrative and institutional roles of government. 
Table 7.38: Dependency on central government 
Jungmun resort Gachoen Green 
tourism tourism 
Dependency on central government 3.85 3.27 
1: Very low, 5: Very high 
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7.3.4 Relationships between characteristic attributes of sustainable 
tourism and barriers 
As a result of the regression tests to identify the relationships between a group of 
variables representing attributes of sustainable tourism and each barrier to 
collaboration, six barriers (limited ability to achieve effective collaboration, 
individualism, conflicts and mistrust, lack of incentives, constrained resources to 
collaborate, high profitability of current industry) were revealed to have statistically 
significant relationships with attributes of sustainable tourism. However, considering 
the fact that the highest R square value was 20.4%, it does not seem that the intrinsic 
attributes of sustainable tourism were the only factors that created the barriers to 
effective collaboration. Rather, there may also be other issues, such as socio-cultural 
factors, the political system, economic development and personality, which have not 
been included in the independent variables in this research (Gray, 1989). Nevertheless, 
statistically, there is no technical problem in admitting that the characteristic attributes 
of sustainable tourism affect the increase of degree of hindrance to collaboration. 
The two barriers ("limited ability to achieve effective collaboration" and "constrained 
resources to collaborate"), which showed the widest statistical gap between the two 
cases, were also revealed to the highest relationships with attributes of sustainable 
tourism. This result indicates that the inherent attributes of sustainable tourism may be 
responsible for the difference between the two cases (Gacheon green tourism and 
Jungmun resort tourism) in terms of barriers to collaboration by increasing the degree 
of hindrance. 
In the case of "constrained resources to collaborate", which had the highest R 
square value (20.4%) of the five variables representing attributes of sustainable 
tourism, "contradictory features of sustainable tourism" was revealed to most 
significantly affect this barrier. Although it is difficult to'explain why this attribute 
significantly affected the "constrained resources to collaborate", it can be assumed 
that respondents might view the contradictory features of sustainable tourism as a 
factor that increases conflicts between stakeholders and, as a consequence, restricts 
their abilities to coordinate conflicting interests. 
In the case of "limited ability to achieve effective collaboration", which showed 
the second highest R square (19.5%), "strong demand for change of attitudes and 
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behaviours" together with "contradictory features" were revealed to have a 
statistically significant effect on the barrier. This result seems to reflect the fact that, 
despite the need for changes in stakeholders' attitudes and behaviour to secure the 
success of sustainable tourism, many respondents do not seem to feel that 
stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism can live up to this change. 
As previously noted, although "low expectation" was not included in the variables 
representing barriers to collaboration, there was a significant difference between 
Gacheon green tourism and Jungmun resort tourism with regard to the degree of 
expectation. Respondents from Gacheon green tourism showed lower expectations 
than those from Jungumn resort tourism. Expectation here has two meanings: the 
expectation that the project will be implemented and the expectation that the project 
will bring direct and material benefits to them. These two factors have been viewed as 
critical elements for securing the positive participation of stakeholders (Gray, 1985; 
Jamal & Getz, 1995). The relatively low expectancy shown in Gacheon green tourism 
as compared with Jungmun is expected to be an obstacle to inducing effective 
cooperation from stakeholders. This low expectancy was also revealed to have a 
' In particular, statistically significant relationship with attributes of sustainable tourism. 
among the attributes of sustainable tourism, "ambiguity of the concept" and 
"contradictory features of sustainable tourism" were revealed to be responsible for the 
low level of expectancy (see Table 7.39). These results imply that the objectives of 
sustainable tourism should be more clearly presented to and accepted by stakeholders 
in order to secure a higher expectation level and, as a consequence, a more positive 
and consistent level_of participation from stakeholders (Augustyn, 1998; Herreman & 
Welsh, 1999). 
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TaHe739, Stadsdcaluiticnsbipsbetween=: Lhmcfammkk-dietouismai3doq)ectadmkveI 
Standardized T Sig. 
Coefficients 
Beta 
(Constant) 8.038 . 000 
Ambiguity -. 250 -3.460 . 001 
Potential conflicts -. 126 -1.597 . 112 
High demand for change . 151 1.909 . 058 
Contradictory features -. 307 -4.109 . 000 
Monitoring difficulties . 038 . 516 . 606 
As the statistical results showed, community residents seem to be preoccupied with 
the economic benefit from tourism development, such as income increases, which is 
similar to that shown in the first stage research. Although there is a similarity between 
Gacheon green tourism and Jungmun resort tourism in terms of the community's 
strong preference for economic benefits, community residents in Gacheon green 
tourism must show more commitment to environmental efforts to achieve 
sustainability in tourism development. In the case of Gacheon green tourism, many 
community residents expected that this tourism development would bring them good 
fortune, which is a positive sign of proactive participation of community. However, 
for the real success of this project, community residents need to consider not only an 
increase in income, but also more primary objectives of sustainable tourism, such as 
the long term viability of tourism resources, environmental protection and a 
preservation of the indigenous culture. However, they did not seem to appreciate these 
issues as highly as economic benefits (Tosun, 2000). For example, as revealed in the 
first stage research, community residents did not want their village to be designated as 
64a national heritage site" despite its importance for the preservation of natural 
enviromnent and cultural originality, because it could result in a high level of 
legislation-based regulation (Whiley & Knight, 2004). Rather, they wanted their 
village to be designated as "a national scenic spot", which was expected to secure not 
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only a lower level of regulation, but also increased financial support from the 
government. Community residents seem to be concerned about the loss of 
development profits, which might be caused by any newly introduced regulations. 
Conflicts can be expected between government and local residents with regard to this 
issue. 
In the end, it can be noted that the success of Gacheon green tourism (sustainable 
tourism) will greatly depend on how to raise the community's awareness of 
environmental issues, as well as how to enhance its physical capability to manage it. 
7.3.5 The role of local authorities 
This study revealed that there were the closest relationships between local 
goverm-nent and community residents in Gacheon green tourism, and most 
respondents in this study also admitted that the roles of local government were most 
important for the success of this project. In line with the trend towards the 
decentralisation of government, local governments are taking growing responsibilities 
in tourism development (WTO, 1998). Wight (2002) also noted that local 
governments need to take critical roles for sustainable tourism due to regional (or 
local) responsibility for natural resources. He argued that local government needs to 
be able to deal with environmental protection and resource management policies, to 
consult with stakeholders and to conduct research and education initiatives. Local 
authorities should also take important roles as coordinators or convenors to achieve 
effective collaboration (Briassoulis, 2002). In the case of Gacheon green tourism, 
however, Namhae County Authority was not likely to take up these roles effectively. 
Although they seem to have made efforts to build up close relationships with central 
government and community residents, they showed limited ability to encourage 
environmental groups and the tourism industry to get involved in this project. One of 
the reasons for this could be their limited approach in which they consider short-term 
increase of community income as the most important objective, despite local 
government's initial willingness to adopt the principles of sustainable tourism. 
Considering the growing responsibilities of local authorities in sustainable tourism, 
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local authorities need to try to improve their capacity to deal with these increasing 
responsibilities with regard to sustainable tourism (Dredge, 2001). Local authorities 
also need to make efforts to educate community residents to raise their awareness of 
environmental issues, as well as to secure bottom-up input from the community 
(Ioannides, 1995). 
7.4 Conclusions 
As the second stage research, this chapter revealed that Gacheon green tourism 
(sustainable tourism) had a higher degree of hindrance to effective collaboration than 
Jungmun resort tourism (conventional tourism). In particular, "constrained resources 
to collaborate", "limited ability to achieve effective collaboration" and "conflicts and 
mistrust" were the barriers that showed significant differences between two cases. 
This chapter also identified that stakeholders in Gacheon green tourism showed a 
stronger agreement on the five characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism. In 
addition, these attributes were also revealed to partly affect a degree of hindrance to 
collaboration in Gacheon green tourism. 
Two important implications of this study can be presented as conclusions. First, 
many barriers to collaboration in Gacheon green tourism seem to closely relate to 
community participation issues. Community participation is one of the most important 
principles of sustainable tourism (Simmons, 1994), and the current study also revealed 
that most respondents were aware of its importance. However, in terms of 
collaboration, there were three problems associated with community participation. 
The first problem was that community residents tended to be interested in economic 
benefits rather than in long-term preservation of natural and cultural resources. They 
showed apathy towards environmental issues and, as a consequence, this made it more 
difficult for environmental groups to participate in this project. Second, as both 
studies revealed (the first stage research and the second stage research), most 
community residents in Gacheon village had no experience in collaboration, which 
resulted in inefficiency in collaboration and even in conflicts among community 
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residents. Third, community participation requires considerable time, money and 
skills (Tosun, 2000). However, community residents in Gacheon village did not seem 
to have sufficient time and money to work on this project, because they also needed to 
take care of farming, the main industry for this village. 
The second research implication of the second stage research is that despite the 
crucial role of environmental organisations in securing sustainability in Gacheon 
green tourism, they did not seem to be substantially involved in the decision making 
process in this project (Lovelock, 2002). This study also revealed that environmental 
issues were not given a high priority in Gacheon green tourism and that most 
stakeholders, except for environmental groups, showed unfavourable attitudes 
towards effective policy tools to protect the natural environment. As long as Gacheon 
green - tourism pursues sustainability, environmental 
issues should be addressed by 
involving environmental organisations in the decision making and implementation 
process. However, the current study identified diverse barriers to effective 
involvement of environmental organisations, which may result in the failure of this 
case as a sustainable tourism development. 
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Chapter VIH: Conclusions and recommendations 
8.1 Introduction 
This thesis has investigated the barriers to effective collaboration for sustainable 
tourism in order to discover why principles of sustainable tourism have not been well 
implemented in the development process. The literature review in this study attempted 
to identify connections between sustainable tourism and collaboration between 
stakeholders, arguing that effective collaboration is a critical element for the success 
of sustainable tourism. Also, in the final part of the literature review, this thesis 
examined both the successful factors and the barriers to effective collaboration in 
tourism and made the assumption that sustainable tourism faces a wider range and a 
higher degree of hindrance to collaboration, due to specific characteristics of 
sustainable tourism development, which distinguish it from other types of tourism 
development. On the basis of triangulation techniques employed in this study, two 
stages of research have been conducted, and the findings of these field surveys were 
discussed separately. 
The first section of this chapter draws conclusions by combining the results of the 
first stage research (chapter 6) and the second stage research (chapter 7). The second 
section examines the policy implications of the research. This is followed by the third 
section offering recommendations for future research that could be undertaken to 
improve the understanding of barriers to effective collaboration in the context of 
sustainable tourism. 
8.2 Conclusions 
Based on the research findings, several broad conclusions can be drawn. These 
conclusions will make contributions to current debates about sustainable tourism. 
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8.21 A wide range of barriers to effective collaboration 
The first stage research as an exploratory study identified a variety of barriers to 
collaboration faced by the selected two cases of sustainable tourism (Janghang fishing 
village tourism and Gacheon green tourism). These barriers were not only revealed to 
relate to structural problems, including institutional limitations, inefficient 
administration, collaboration environment and industrial structure, but they were also 
identified as being associated with the attitudes and limited capabilities of 
stakeholders themselves (Tosun, 2000; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Although a 
large proportion of the barriers identified in this research had already been suggested 
by other researchers, this study discovered other barriers, including "low priority 
given to environmental policies", "feeling of relative deprivation", "high profitability 
of current industry" and "lack of appreciation of the importance of environmental 
issues". 
These findings were also supported by the second stage research. According to 
the findings of the second stage, all five stakeholder groups appeared to recognise 
most of these barriers as serious challenges that may hamper effective collaboration. 
In particular, the environmental organisations; and community residents showed great 
concerns about constrained resources to participate and limited ability to achieve 
effective collaboration. 
8.2.2 The success ofsustainable tourism and effective collaboration 
This study also determined that some of these barriers decisively affected the 
success of these two projects (Janghang fishing village tourism and Gacheon green 
tourism) as regards sustainable tourism. Janghang fishing village tourism, which was 
revealed to be a failed case, showed many negative aspects of collaboration. The 
project leader did not have a clear vision of sustainable tourism, there was 
considerable mistrust among community residents (due to alleged corruption of a 
project manager), community residents did not seem to have the capability to manage 
the project and sustainable tourism was not recognised as an alternative way to bring 
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about a significant increase in community income. These barriers were revealed to not 
only inflate conflicts between community residents, but also to discourage other 
stakeholder groups from taking part in this partnership. Consequently, this made it 
difficult for this project to achieve its original goals. 
On the other hand, Gacheon green tourism showed many positive aspects with 
regard to those factors that are believed to bring about effective collaboration, and, as 
a result of this, this project performed well in terms of sticking to the principles of 
sustainable tourism. 
Therefore, it can be noted that the results of this study strengthen the idea that 
effective collaboration between stakeholders is a critical element for the success of 
sustainable tourism, as has been suggested by many scholars and practitioners 
(Inskeep, 1991; Augustyn, 1998; Goodwin, 2000). In other words, one of the main 
reasons why the principles of sustainable tourism have not been put into practice 
effectively in the field of tourism development can be found in these barriers to 
collaboration. 
&23 Degree ofh"bwwe to effedw coffaboradon in suskWable towisni 
Despite the positive aspects of Gacheon green tourism with regard to collaboration 
between stakeholders, this sustainable tourism project was revealed to have a number 
of limitations to effective collaboration, including time and financial constraints, lack 
of appreciation of the importance of environmental issues and feelings of relative 
deprivation. Moreover, according to the second stage research, stakeholders in 
Gacheon green tourism were revealed to perceive a higher level of hindrance to 
collaboration as compared with those in Jungmun resort tourism. In particular, among 
the seven barriers generated by the factor analysis, three barriers ("lack of ability to 
achieve effective collaboration", "constrained resources to participate" and 
66mistrust") were revealed to significantly affect the differences between the two cases. 
That is to say, collaboration in sustainable tourism needs to make ftirther efforts to 
tackle these three barriers to be more effective (Garrod, 2003). 
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8.2.4 Inherent attributes ofsustainable tourism and barriers 
This study identified that, with regard to the concept of sustainable tourism, 
participants in Gacheon green tourism perceived a high level of: ambiguity of the 
concept, contradictory features, potential for conflicts between public and private 
sector, demand for change of attitudes and behaviours and monitoring difficulties. 
That is to say, stakeholders in sustainable tourism appeared to perceive those 
attributes as more serious than did stakeholders in conventional tourism. 
This study also identified that there was a statistically significant relationship 
between these attributes of sustainable tourism and barriers to collaboration. In 
particular, "constrained resources to collaborate" and "lack of ability to manage 
effective collaboration", two of the three barriers for which Gacheon green tourism 
showed a higher degree of hindrance, were also revealed to be significantly affected 
by the characteristics of sustainable tourism. Based on these results, it can be noted 
that a higher level of hindrance to effective collaboration in sustainable tourism needs 
to be considered within the context of these attributes of sustainable tourism itself. 
8.2.5 Essential needsfor environmentalprotection and barriers 
Gray (1989) and Lovelock (2001) highlighted the obstacles to collaboration that 
normally occur when environmental issues or organisations are involved in the 
partnerships. The results of this study also identified these arguments. That is to say, 
the barriers identified in this research can be interpreted in the context of the 
environmental issues of sustainable tourism, which aim to preserve natural and 
cultural resources for the benefit of future generations (WCED, 1987). In order to 
tackle environmental issues properly in sustainable tourism, environmental agencies 
and civil organisations should be involved directly and effectively in the decision 
making process. However, the results of this study discovered many barriers that are 
believed to hamper those stakeholder groups' participation. "Burdensome feeling 
towards environmental organisations", "low priority given to environmental policies" 
and "lack of legal support" were identified as hindering the involvement of 
environmental organisations in this study. This study also revealed that most 
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participants showed a lack of appreciation of the importance of natural resources and 
poor knowledge about environmental issues. Moreover, the smallness of the scale of 
sustainable tourism was shown to result in a lack of attention paid to it by 
environmental groups. Most cases of sustainable tourism development in South Korea 
take place in small villages under the flag of green tourism, rural tourism, farm 
tourism or ecotourism (Jang, 2001). Therefore, the environmental impacts of such 
developments are not thought to be as great as those of large-scale tourism 
developments. A respondent from an environmental organisation showed more 
co ncern about a golf course development than about Gacheon green tourism. 
As long as any tourism development aims to achieve sustainability, 
environmental issues should be given the highest priority. However, as identified in 
this study, the essential need for environmental protection can make sustainable 
tourism face a wider range of barriers and a higher degree of hindrance to 
collaboration as compared with conventional tourism. 
8.2.6 Community participation issues 
Sofield (2003) argued that if sustainable tourism is to be achieved, local 
communities need to be involved in decision making about development and a degree 
of real power should reside with the host community. Jackson and Morpeth (1999) 
also argued that community involvement is central in the implementation of 
sustainable tourism development. 
Based on the results of this study, however, two problems need to be pointed out 
with regard to community participation: the limited capacity of community residents 
and the community's apathy towards environmental issues caused by attitudes 
excessively oriented toward economic benefits. Ironically, this study revealed that a 
fundamental need for community participation in sustainable tourism can generate 
barriers to effective collaboration (Altman, 1989). 
Whether the community has the capacity to manage sustainable tourism 
development is also questionable. According to this study, "financial and time 
constraints", "lack of experience in collaboration7 and "lack of appreciation of the 
importance of environmental issues" were shown to restrict the effectiveness of 
collaboration. "Mistrust among community residents" and "feelings of relative 
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deprivation" were also identified as critical factors that negatively affect collaboration 
(Tosun, 2004). 
This study also identified that the attitudes of community residents are excessively 
oriented toward economic benefits. According to the first stage research, the tourism 
industry viewed sustainable tourism as a chance to facilitate business, but community 
residents believed that tourism businesses should be run by residents themselves. The 
issue of a community's control over tourism businesses raised the question of how to 
reconcile two conflicting values: the need for efficient business operation by 
incorporating the tourism industry's expertise and the need for community ownership 
of the tourism businesses to minimise spill-over effect. 
Despite these limitations, however, the importance of community participation for 
sustainable tourism should not be understated or ignored. Rather, the questions of how 
to improve the capacity of community and how to raise residents' awareness'of 
environmental issues need to be treated as central issues with regards to community 
participation in sustainable tourism development (Murphy, 1985; Simmons, 1994; 
Sofield, 2003). 
8.3 Research implications for policy makers and 
project managers 
As pointed out in the first chapter of this thesis, this study focused on the barriers to 
effective collaboration in order to highlight one of the key problems of sustainable 
tourism, namely, adopting the principles of sustainability but having difficulty in 
implementing it. This thesis has shown that at least part of the reason for this failure is 
a range of barriers working against collaboration between the stakeholders involved 
and the fact that these barriers are interrelated with the inherent characteristics of 
sustainable tourism. It can be noted, therefore, that these problems strike at the very 
heart of the concept of sustainable tourism and must be overcome if sustainable 
tourism or a more sustainable form of tourism is to be achieved in tourist destinations. 
Based on these research findings, this study yields some important implications for 
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policy makers and project managers to ensure effective collaboration in sustainable 
tourism. 
8.3.1 Clearly defined definition and objectives of sustainable tourism 
An agreed upon definition of sustainable tourism needs to be developed and should 
be delivered clearly to stakeholders. As pointed out earlier, sustainable tourism still 
appeared to be recognised as an unfamiliar and ambiguous concept by most of the 
stakeholders. It could be difficult to establish a universally accepted concept of 
sustainable tourism. Nonetheless, at least the objectives and principles of each 
sustainable tourism project should be clearly defined and presented in the official 
development plan and commonly shared by all the stakeholders involved, in order for 
the partnership to be unaffected by any political situation and to secure consistent 
collaboration in development (Carr et al, 1998; Augustyn, 1998; Herremans & Welsh, 
2001). 
8.3.2 Strengthening decision makingpower of enviornmental 
organistaions 
If sustainable tourism is to be achieved, environmental agencies and civil 
organisations need to be substantially and effectively involved in the collaboration 
process from the beginning. The participation of these environmental organisations 
may make the partnership a more troublesome and tedious procedure but that should 
be regarded as one of the inevitable costs of the achievement of sustainability in 
tourism development. To secure an environmental organisation's effective 
involvement in the decision making process, strengthened institutional supports need 
to be provided for them (Carr et al, 1998). Two possible measures can be considered. 
First, environmental issues need to be given a higher priority in governmental policies. 
For example, the power of the Ministry of Environment needs to be strengthened in 
the hierarchy of the governmental organisation. Second, as a more mandatory measure, 
the legal system should endow environmental groups with the legal right to participate 
in the decision making and implementation processes for sustainable tourism. One of 
the possible measures is to revise the Tourism Promotion Act or the Agriculture 
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Promotion Act to insert a new article that secures environmental organisations' 
participation in the decision making process regarding tourism development. 
8.3.3 Long-term perspective andflexible approach 
In terms of practicality, it has to be admitted that collaboration for sustainable 
tourism is a demanding procedure that requires considerable time, consistent 
commitment from participants and a capability to overcome a wide range of barriers 
to its effectiveness. Therefore, policy makers or project leaders need to have a long- 
term vision to ensure effective collaboration between stakeholders by involving all the 
important and relevant stakeholder groups in the decision making process. They also 
need to have flexibility in making plans and implementing them, because rigid 
schedules can lead to pressures that impede long-term progress. Interest Based 
Negotiation (IBN) employed in the Banff-Bow Valley National Park Management in 
Canada can be suggested as a good example of building up a common vision and 
enhancing a genuine commitment to shared decision making (Ritchie, 1999). 
8.3.4 Improvement of community's capability 
Community participation issues need to be reconsidered more realistically. Despite 
the crucial role of community residents in the success of sustainable tourism, 
community participation faces many challenges that demand considerable effort. 
Nonetheless, these limitations should not be used as an excuse to underestimate the 
value of community participation or to abandon it. Rather, sustainable tourism policy 
and management should consider how to enhance the awareness of community 
residents towards sustainable tourism and improve their capacity to achieve 
sustainability through effective participation. Training and educational programmes 
need to be provided for community residents before sustainable tourism initiatives 
take place at the community level (Pigram, 1990; Carlsen et al, 2001). The publication 
of practical guides and communicating success stories would help to demonstrate the 
environmental and economic viability of sustainable operational practices. In 
particular those educational programmes need to attempt to make community 
residents appreciate the importance of preserving natural and cultural resources. 
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Community residents also need to be allowed to be involved in the decision making 
process from the beginning. Although it can be controversial, central government 
needs to consider fmancial support to the cover costs of preserving natural resources 
when the local community is not able to afford such actions. 
8.3.5 Increasing the role of local authorities 
Local authorities are becoming more involved in developing and managing many 
aspects of tourism. Three reasons why increasing responsibility can achieve more 
effective collaboration for sustainable tourism can be suggested. First, in many 
countries more responsibility is given to local government in line with the global trend 
towards the decentralisation of government. Second, most governmental policies and 
plans for sustainable tourism are actually implemented at the local level. Therefore, 
local authorities need to be able to deal with the problems happening in their area. 
Third, as convenors, local authorities need to take an important role in, not only 
coordinating central government policies and local needs and interests, but also 
resolving conflicts between stakeholders in the local area (Briassoulis, 2002; 
Dewhurst & Thomas, 2003). 
This study revealed that there was close collaboration between local authorities 
and community residents, so local authorities need to make efforts to provide 
guidance to make communities' attitudes and behaviours more favourable to 
sustainable tourism development (Berry & Ladkin, 1997; Jackson & Morpeth, 1999). 
To do so, local authorities need to try to improve their capacity to deal with these 
increasing responsibilities with regard to sustainable tourism. Local authorities need 
to try to secure well-trained public servants by providing training and educational 
programmes (WCPA, 2002). They also need to consult with local experts by 
consolidating relationships with local research institutions or universities. Frequent 
transfers of civil servants in charge of sustainable tourism development should be 
avoided. Central government also needs to listen to the voices of local authorities and 
be willing to consult with them. 
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8.4 Future study suggestions 
8.4.1 More studies in the context of developed countries 
Tourism development cases for this research were selected in South Korea. Although 
South Korea is not regarded as a "developing country" any more, it may not be a 
"developed country" either. Therefore, there could be limitations in applying the 
results of this research to developed countries. It would be worthwhile to investigate 
barriers to collaboration in sustainable tourism in the context of developed countries 
and compare the results with this study. 
8.4.2 Morefactors need to be involved to understand barriers 
This study revealed that the characteristic attributes of sustainable tourism as 
independent variables increased the statistical power by up to 20% to predict the 
degree of barriers to effective collaboration. Although this rate appeared to be high 
enough to show significant relationships between them, 80% of the variance still 
remains unaccounted for. If social, cultural and political variables are included as 
independent variables in future studies, these variables could be helpful to create a 
more powerful model to predict barriers. 
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<Appendix > 
Questionnaire for tourism partnership research 
November, 2004 
Hello! 
Thank you for participating in this questionnaire survey. 
I'm a doctorial student in the School of Management at the University of Surrey in the 
UK and I'm doing my research about "barriers to effective collaboration between 
stakeholders for sustainable tourism development". 
Your reply to this questionnaire will be used to establish more effective tourism policy 
for sustainable tourism in Korea. 
I would appreciate your help if you answer these questions frankly because the 
purpose of this questionnaire is not to find out true or false. 
This questionnaire will be carried out anonymously and all your answers will be 
treated as confidential. 
It will take about 15-20 minute to complete this questionnaire. 
Thanks again for your cooperation with this research project and I wish you a good 
-luck and very well. 
Yours sincerely 
Supervisor 
Professor Richard Butler 
Dr. Marion Bennett 
Researcher 
Bokeun Choi 
267 
I. These are general statements about sustainable tourism. Put q as appropriate 
to indicate your opinion. 
Items Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly disagree agree 
1.1 have good knowledge of sustainable tourism 
2. The concept of sustainable tourism is ambiguous, 
so it is hard to define it clearly. 
3. Sustainable tourism seems to pursue diverse 
objectives. 
4. There is a contradict between the two main 
objectives of sustainable tourism, sustaining profits 
from tourism and preserving natural resources. 
5. Tourism industry's activities need to be 
regulated more strongly to achieve the objective 
of conventional mass tourism 
6. The tourism industry tends to be apathetic towards 
or opposed to sustainable tourism 
7. Sustainable tourism is at odds with current ways of 
thinking which is oriented towards economic 
development. 
8. In order for sustainable tourism to be achieved, 
there should be considerable changes in peoples' 
attitudes and behaviours 
9. Regular assessment of sustainable tourism 
development is crucial for the success of sustainable 
tourism 
10. There are limitations in developing assessment 
tools for sustainable tourism such as indicators. 
1 I. The success of sustainable tourism depends on 
community participation and cooperative attitudes 
12. There are high potentials of conflicts between 
public and private sector with regard to sustainable 
tourism 
11. From the following items, choose two objectives of sustainable tourism which 
are thought be most important. 
1) Continuous development of the tourism industry 
2) Conservation of the natural environment such as eco-system 
3) Development and preservation of indigenous culture 
4) Equal distribution of profits from tourism development 
5) Increased community incomes through tourism 
6) Realisation of democratic decision making process 
7) Tourism development based on long-term vision 
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111. Below are policy tools which may be relevant to sustainable tourism. Put 4 as 
appropriate. 
Items 1 2 3 4 5 Very Unimportant Neutral Important Very 
unimportant important 
1. Tourist products development 
and effective promotion 
2. Proportionate participation of 
stakeholders including community 
residents 
3. Reinforcement of regulation for 
environmental protection 
4. Development and Improvement 
of tourism facilities for the 
increase of tourists satisfaction 
5. Development of international 
tourism resort 
6. Increase in government support 
for the tourism industry 
7. Implementation -of a education 
programme to enhance the 
environmental concerns of people 
8. Providing high quality tourism 
services 
9. Setting a limit to visitor numbers 
IV. Evaluate following each stakeholder group in terms of the importance and 
responsibility for the realisation of sustainable tourism 
7 Very Very 
unim 23456 
porta inipor 
nt UU11 
Central government 
Local government 
Tourism industry 
NGOs 
Local community 
Local Press 
Tourists 
V. Evaluate the degree of difficulty in assessing following indicators of 
sustainable tourism 
Items 
1 
very 
hard 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
very 
1. Improvement of natural environment, such as 
decrease in pollution 
2. Continuous increase in visitor numbers 
3. The contribution of tourism to the local economy 
4. Improvement of scenic view of the village 
5. Equal distribution of profits from tourism 
6. Decrease in amount of rubbish 
7. Number of jobs generated by tourism 
8. Discovery and conservation of traditional culture 
9. Enhanced recognition of participants in tourism 
development towards environmental issues 
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VI. For the success of this project, effective collaboration between stakeholders 
is crucial. There are, however, many kinds of barriers to effective collaboration. 
With regard to implementation of Gacheon Green tourism, show your opinion 
about each barrier by putting as appropriate 
Items Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly disagree agree 
1. Conflicts between stakeholders because of 
different organisational objectives and missions 
2. Most stakeholders do not seem to appreciate 
the interdependence among them with regard to 
this project 
3. Frequent transfers of civil servants 
4. There is a feeling of opposition between 
stakeholders 
5. Lack of administrative and institutional 
supports from government 
6. Poor ability of a project leader 
7.17inancial and time constraints for me to 
participate in this project 
8. Lack of knowledge and consideration of 
environmental issues 
9. Skeptical attitudes toward government policy 
10. Low priority of environmental issues in the 
government policies 
11. Indifference or feeling of opposition owing to 
relative deprivation 
12. Decision making power is unequally 
distributed to stakeholder groups 
13. Wide gap between collective interests and 
personalinterests 
14. Poor ability of community residents to 
manage this project 
15. No convenors to facilitate collaboration 
between stakeholders 
I 6. Lack of incentives to participate in this project 
_ 17. Lack of experiences in collaboration 
18. There is no institutionalised formal process of 
collaboration to induce or enforce the 
stakeholders to participate in collaboration 
19. Top-down decision making process 
20. Infleyýible budget allocation and 
implementation system 
2 1. Community residents are not good at 
productive discussion and arguments 
22. High profitability of other industry which 
makes stakeholders not being interested in 
tourism 
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VIL These questions ask about your expectation of this project. Put q as 
appropriate 
Items Strongly disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 
1.1 believe that I can benefit greatly from this 
project 
2.1 believe that this project will be implemented 
effectively 
VIII. This section is asking your attitudes towards each stakeholder groups as 
partners for this project. Put 4 as appropriate 
1.00 group is trustworthy (reliability) 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neither 
agree, nor 
disagree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
Central government 
Local government 
Tourism businesses 
Environmental groups 
Community residents 
2.1 depend on 00 group in relation to this project (dependency) 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neither 
agree, nor 
disagree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
Central govemment 
Local government 
Tourism businesses 
Environmental groups 
Community residents 
3.1 don't like 00 group, so I don't want to work with them (feeling of 
opposition) 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neither 
agree, nor 
disagree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
Central government 
_ Local govemment 
_ Tourism businesses 
Environmental groups 
_ Community residents 
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IX. From the following lists of objectives of this project, select two which are 
thought to be most important to you 
1) Increase local income through tourism 
2) Conservation of natural resources 
3) Development of indigenous culture and preservation of it 
4) Increase of visitor's satisfaction through good service equality 
5) Realising better relationships between community residents 
6) Increase the popularity of my village in the country 
7) Activating the relationship between city and rural area 
X. From the following lists of strategies for the success of this project, select two 
which are thought to be most important to you 
1) Securing sufficient government budgets, for this project 
2) Proactive and positive participation of community 
3) Environment Impact Assessment of this project 
4) Enforced regulation for the environmental protection 
5) Developing traditional culture as tourists products 
6) Strategic tourism marketing and promotion 
7) Improvement of tourists facilities such as car parks 
8) Democratic and opened decision making process 
XI. Who do you think should pay the cost for preserving natural resources such 
as terraced rice field (Darangyi Non) in your village (Multiple choice) 
1) Central government 
2) Local government 
3) Community residents 
4) Environmental groups 
5) Tourism businesses 
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X11. These are questions about your general information. Put q as appropriate. 
1. Which group do you belong to? 
1) Central government 
2) Local government 
3) Tourism businesses 
- Travel agents 
- Tourism developer 
- Accommodation operator 
- Restaurant 
- Others 
4) Environmental group 
5) Community residents 
2. Gender 
1) Male 
2) Female 
3. Age 
1) 20s 
2) 30s 
3) 40s 
4) 50s 
5) 60s and over 
4. How long have you lived in Gacheon village (in case you're local residents) 
1) Under 10 years 
2) 11-20 years 
3) 21-30 years 
4) 31-40 years 
5) 41 years and more 
Thank youM 
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<Appendix 2> 
Questionnaire for tourism partnership research 
November, 2004 
Hello! 
Thank you for participating in this questionnaire survey. 
I'm a doctorial student in the School of Management at the University of Surrey in the 
UK and I'm doing my research about "barriers to effective collaboration between 
stakeholders for sustainable tourism development". 
Your reply to this questionnaire will be used to establish more effective tourism policy 
for sustainable tourism in Korea. 
I would appreciate your help if you answer these questions frankly because the 
purpose of this questionnaire is not to find out true or false. 
This questionnaire will be carried out anonymously and all your answers will be 
treated as confidential. 
It will take about 15-20 minute to complete this questionnaire. 
Thanks again for your cooperation with this research project and I wish you a good 
luck and very well. 
Yours sincerely 
Supervisor 
Professor Richard Butler 
Dr. Marion Bennett 
Researcher 
Bokeun Choi 
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I. These are general statements about conventional mass tourism. Put ý as 
appropriate to indicate your opinion. 
Items Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly disagree agree 
1.1 have good knowledge of conventional mass 
tourism development 
2. The concept of conventional mass tourism is 
ambiguous, so it is hard to define it clearly. 
3. Conventional mass tourism seems to pursue diverse 
objectives. 
4. There is contradict between the two main objectives 
of conventional mass tourism, sustaining profits from 
tourism and preserving natural resources. 
5. Tourism industry's activities need to be 
regulated more strongly to achieve the objective 
of conventional mass tourism 
6. The tourism industry tends to be apathetic towards 
or opposed to conventional mass tourism 
7. Conventional mass tourism is at odds with current 
ways of thinking which is oriented towards economic 
development. 
8. In order for conventional mass tourism to be 
achieved, there should be considerable changes in 
peoples' attitudes and behaviours 
9. Regular assessment of conventional mass tourism 
development is crucial for the success of it 
10. There are limitations in developing assessment 
tools for conventional mass tourism such as 
indicators. 
I I. The success of conventional mass tourism depends 
on community participation and cooperative attitudes 
12. There are high potentials of conflicts between 
public and private sector with regard to conventional 
mass tourism 
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11. Evaluate following each stakeholder group in terms of the importance and 
responsibility for the realisation of conventional mass tourism 
I 
Very 
unim 
porta 
nt 
2 3 4 6 
7 
Verý 
impor 
lant 
Central government 
Local government 
Tourism industry 
NGOs 
Local community 
Local Press 
Tourists 
Ill. Evaluate the degree of difficulty in assessing following indicators of 
sustainable tourism 
Items 
I 
very 
hard 
T3 T 
S 6 7 
verý 
easv 
1. Improvement of natural environment, such as 
decrease in pollution 
2. Continuous increase in visitor numbers 
3. The contribution of tourism to the local economy 
4. Improvement of scenic view of the village 
5. Equal distribution of profits from tourism 
6. Decrease in amount of rubbish 
7. Number of jobs generated by tourism 
8. Discovery and conservation of traditional culture 
9. Enhanced recognition of participants in tourism 
development towards environmental issues 
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IV. For the success of this project, effective collaboration between stakeholders is 
crucial. There are, however, many kinds of barriers to effective collaboration. 
With regard to implementation of Jungmun Resort tourism development, show 
your opinion about each barrier by putting 4 as appropriate 
Items Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly disagree agree 
1. Conflicts between stakeholders because of 
jifferent organisational objectives and missions 
2. Most stakeholders do not seem to appreciate 
the interdependence among them with regard to 
this project 
_ 3. Frequent transfers of civil servants 
4. There is a feeling of opposition between 
stakeholders 
5. Lack of administrative and institutional 
supports from government 
J. Poor ability of a project leader 
7.17inancial and time constraints for me to 
participate in this project 
_ 8. Lack of knowledge and consideration of 
environmental issues _ 9. Skeptical attitudes toward government policy 
_ 10. Low priority of environmental issues in the 
government policies 
11. Indifference or feeling of opposition owing to 
relative dep! ivation 
12. Decision making power is unequally 
jistributed to stakeholder groups 
13. Wide gap between collective interests and 
personal interests 
14. Poor ability of community residents to 
manage this project 
15. No convenors to facilitate collaboration 
between stakeholders 
_ 16. Lack of incentives to participate in this project 
17. Lack of experiences in collaboration 
18. There is no institutionalised formal process of 
collaboration to induce or enforce the 
stakeholders to participate in collaboration 
19. Top-down decision making process 
20. Inflexible budget allocation and 
implementation system 
2 1. Community residents are not good at 
productive discussion and arguments 
22. High profitability of other industry which 
makes stakeholders not being interested in 
tourism 
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V. These questions ask about your expectation of this project. Put ý as 
appropriate 
Items Strongly disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 
1.1 believe that I can benefit greatly from this 
_project 2.1 believe that this project will be implemented 
_effectively 
VI. This section is asking your attitudes towards each stakeholder groups as 
partners for this project. Put q as appropriate 
1.00 group is trustworthy (reliabifity) 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neither 
agree, nor 
disagree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
_Central 
government 
Local government 
_Tourism 
businesses 
Environmental groups 
_Community 
residents 
2.1 depend on 00 group in relation to this project (dependency) 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neither 
agree, nor 
disagree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
Central government 
Local government 
Tourism businesses 
Environmental groups 
Community residents 
3.1 don't like 00 group, so I don't want to work with them (feeling of 
opposition) 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neither 
agree, nor 
disagree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
Central government 
Local government 
Tourism businesses 
Environmental groups 
_Community 
residents 
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VII. These are questions about your general information. Put q as appropriate. 
1. Which group do you belong to? 
1) Central government 
2) Local government 
3) Tourism businesses 
- Travel agents 
- Tourism developer 
- Accommodation operator 
- Restaurant 
- Others 
4) Environmental group 
5) Community residents 
2. Gender 
1) Male 
2) Female 
3. Age 
1) 20s 
2) 30s 
3) 40s 
4) 50s 
5) 60s and over 
4. How long have you lived in Saekdal village (in case you're local residents) 
1) Under 10 years 
2) 11-20 years 
3) 21-30 years 
4) 31-40 years 
5) 41 years and more 
Thank youM 
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<Appendix 4> 
A list of interviewees (15.5.2004 - 4.6.2004) 
Cases Name Status Sector Sampling 
Janghang Sangjun Yoo Deputy director of Central Judgment 
Maritime affairs policy government 
division in the Ministry 
of Maritime affairs and 
Fisheries 
Youngjun Kwon Deputy director of Local Judgment 
Maritime affairs and government 
Fisheries division in 
Nam-Hae County office 
Junmin Park Head of Janghang Community Judgment 
Village 
Ilsook Jang Former Secretary of Community Snowball 
Janghang Mutual Aid 
Group 
Kyuhyung Lee President of Gisco Grand Tourism Snowball 
View Resort industry 
Jongman Choi Landlord of Namhae Tourism Judgment 
Tourist Inn and Sea Food industry 
Restaurant in Janghang 
village 
Sinkyeong Kang Researcher in Samsung Academic Judgement 
Economic Research World 
Institute 
Gacheon Bonghun Lee Director of Agriculture Central Judgment 
Promotion division in the government 
Ministry of Agriculture 
Kveonghee Lee Deputy director in Local Judgment 
Agricultural Promotion Government 
in Namhae Agricultural 
Technology Centre 
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Juseong Kim Chairman of Gacheon Community Judgment 
Village Tourism 
Development 
Association 
Seongdo Kwon Head of Gacheon village Community Judgement 
Youngj a Park Landlady of Stone-Wall Tourism Snowball 
B&B in Gacheon village industry 
Jaechul Han President of Webtour Tourism Snowball 
travel agent industry 
Youngjun Kim Research leader of Academic Judgement 
tourism development World 
team in Korean Culture 
and Tourism Policy 
Institute 
Both Sangkeun An Deputy director of Central Judgement 
Tourism Development government 
Division, Ministry of 
Culture and Tourism 
Namsik Park Deputy Director of Local Snowball 
Environrnent and government 
Forestation Division in 
Namhae_ County Council 
Youngsik Yang Journalist in Digital Press Judgement 
Namhae 
Chunsik Park Director General of _iýGOs Judgment 
Namhae County Branch 
of Korean Federation for 
Environmental 
Movement 
Daehwan Kim Director of Culture and Local Judgment 
Tourism Division in government 
Namhae County office I 
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<Appendix 5> 
A sample of transcription 
Interviewee: Young-Jun Kwon (A Deputy Director of Maritime 
affairs and Fisheries division in Nam-Hae County Office 
Q; This morning I looked around the village. I could see a sea water swimming pool, 
two seafood restaurants and one tourist accommodation. I asked some community 
residents about Janghang village tourism, but they didn't seem to know about that. 
The project has completed a long time ago. I think that's why they don't know. 
This project was done by a mutual-aid group in Janghang village. 
Q: Couldyou evaluate this project briefly? 
First of all, I don't think this project is a successful case. The strong will of the 
leader and community resident's supports are the most important factors for the 
success of this kind of project. But unfortunately the Janghang village tourism 
project was lack of both of them. The people in my country don't care much 
about the importance of public interests. They think even if they don't do 
something good for public, somebody else will do it. This Project had not been 
well managed and operated as I intend. The tourist inn has been sold last year 
due to lack of prorits. 
Q: "at was the motive of this project? 
We started thinking about this project when Geongsangnamdo province, tile 
superior agency, promised a financial support for fishing village tourism. At first, 
I was just interested in that money. But I didn't know what to do. I had no idea 
of tourism. So, I asked tourism experts to help me, Wookjin Kwon in Seoul 
National University and Singeon Gang in Samsung Economic Research Institute 
came to this village and gave good advices to us. At that time, most people in the 
village were interested in how the price of their land would rise after the project 
commenced. They didn't concern with their duties and responsibilities for tile 
success of this project but rather they were thinking about their interests only. 
Only a couple of months after this project began, this project was messed up 
with conflicts between the former fund manager and the new one regarding the 
corruption issue. I think one of the residents must have reported the diversion of 
public fund which was committed by former , 
fund manager. Even though he was 
cleared from his allegation of corruption after police investigation, there 
remained serious mistrust and conflict between the residents afterwards. I think 
the community residents in Janghang village were below the level. 
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Q: How did they raisefundfor this project? 
I suggested an idea to raise the fund. The Janghang mutual-aid group issued 
bonds. The price of each bond was 1250 (500,000 won). Each person can buy up 
to four bonds. I can't remember how much we raised, but the amount of the 
fund was enough to build a tourist inn and swimming pool. 
Q: According to the developmentplan, this project was in pursuit ofdiverse 
objectives in relation to sustainable tourism. Didyou intend these objectives when you 
were establishing this plan? 
I can't remember clearly the specific contents of this plan. But I can tell you I 
tried to make a plan something different from the normal tourism development 
cases. 
Q: Didyou consider the community participant, maximisation oftourismprofitsfor 
community and environmentally sound development whenyou make thisplan? 
Yes, I think so. This project was initiated by Geonsangnamdo province 
authority. They want us to build a good model of fishing village tourism which 
was also concerned with environmental issues and community participation. But 
the problem was the budget supported by the provincial government was not 
sufficient to build a real tourism village. I expanded the plan proposed by 
provincial government at the first hands because I thought building just one 
tourist accommodation was not good enough to transform this village into tourist 
destination. For the tourism project to be successful, I thought, there should be 
diverse tourist facilities such as a swimming pool, nice beaches and home-stay 
accommodation. But at that time most of us were ignorant of tourism. We 
started this project because of the money supported by superior government. In 
the first year after the sea water swimming pool and tourists inn completed, the 
number of visitors increased. Many people in the village were pleased with this 
result. But as there was no proper follow-up for this project, the number of 
visitors decreased in the next year and so did the community's concerns. One of 
the serious problems is that residents who were in charge of running tourists 
facilities didn't get paid. This, I think, discouraged them to participate in those 
activities for this project. They didn't know about the tourism. So, the tourism 
marketing was poor and there have not been proper efforts to develop tourist 
products. The community leader should have devoted himself to this project and 
tried to encourage community residents to join this project enthusiastically. That 
was one of the biggest problems. 
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Q: I'm told this project was introduced as a successfulfishing village tourism 
development case at the Korean government meeting in 1997. 
At that time I wasn't in charge of this project. So I don't know what happened 
afterwards. 
Q: nen has this projectfinished? 
Maybe it was in 1997 as far as I know. 
Q: Do you agree that this project is not a good model of effective collaborationfor 
sustainable tourism? 
Yes. 
Q: Can you tell me about Gacheon village tourism? 
In the case of Gacheon village, the community leader and the chairman of this 
project are working devotedly for the success of this project. It's very impressive. 
Many residents who are joining new tourism businesses seem to be pleased with 
the profits. They can earn at least 30,000 won (L15) per one room one night, 
which is not a little money for them. 
Q: I think Janghang village has better conditionsfor tourism than Gacheon village. 
I agree with you. But unfortunately, people in Janghang village didn't try to link 
those good resources with tourism development. They should have changed their 
mind and have done proper research how to attract tourists. But they didn't to. 
Q: nat was the most difficult problemfor you to manage thisproject? 
The hardest one for me was how to persuade community residents to join this 
project and to secure consistent participation. I visited this village 73 times. You 
can't imagine how hard I tried.. 
From the begging, nobody in the village wou! d listen to my idea. They didn't 
know what tourism was. The community residents would not believe in the 
benefits of this project. They showed strong objection to this project. Some local 
residents even spoke ill of me that I was ruining their village. They understood 
the tourism as a bad thing which could spoil the village. I expected some of the 
residents would allow me to use some part of their lands for this project. But 
nobody would do that. I wanted the meeting to be held in the morning. Do you 
know why? If we have a meeting after lunch, some people turn up the meeting 
drunken and misbehave badly and messed up the discussion. To be honest, I 
shed tears three times. Do you know why? Because they thought government 
would take away their land from them for this project 
293 
Q: Can you tell me the reason why community residents were sceptical about this 
project? 
In the case of Janghang village, there seems to have been no room for tourism 
industry to be settled as an alternative industry. These people could live without 
tourism. When they need money they just have to go out to the sea and catch 
some fish. But attracting tourists and giving a good hospitality were something 
like demanding and unfamiliar work to community residents. Furthermore, the 
new tourism businesses did not generate the higher income for community 
people in Janghang village. For example, when we catch some fish or crap at the 
tidal flat, we can make L5 an hour. But tidal flat experience programme for 
tourists can give us only U-2 an hour. I know the tourism can provide additional 
income for these people. I really tried hard to persuade the people to understand 
this, but at the end of the day that was in vain. 
Q: Didyou consider the importance ofnatural and cultural environment when you 
were in charge ofthisproject? 
To be honest, environmental issue was not my main concern. It was just a sort of 
idea, so to speak a lip service. I'm not environmentalist but I recognise the 
importance of it. But I was more interested in increase of community income. 
Q: How was your relationship with central government? 
I don't think they were supportive. With regard to construction of sea water 
swimming pool, I had a big argument with Ministry of Culture and Sports 
(MCT). According to the regulation, I could not use sea water for the swimming 
pool. At that time, there were no swimming pools containing sea water in my 
country. MCT objected my request and didn't allow me to build a swimming 
pool. But due to the high cost for using plain water, I had no choice but to use sea 
water. So I explained my situation several times and argued, argued, argued and 
finally I got permission from the MCT. I think they were too strict in 
interpretation of that regulation. 
Let me tell you two more problems of central government. In the case of central 
government, the government officers do not seem to have a sense of duty. As a 
deputy director in South Korea, they must have strong will to achieve something 
for the nation's prosperity. But unfortunately they do not. Rather, they seem to 
be interested in their own benefits such as promotion. Frequent transfers of 
government officers is another problem. For example, it took much time and 
energy for me to be intimately acquainted with the central government officer 
with regard to Janghang project. But after one year, the officer was transferred 
to a different position and a new guy came, and I had to start everything again. 
Q: nen you were making a planfor this project, didyou discuss with tourism 
development division? I 
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No. At that time, the tourism division didn't know anything about the village 
tourism or rural tourism. So they were indifferent to this project. They don't 
think the farm tourism is their concern. I think whether they are rural tourism, 
farm tourism or fishing village tourism, they are all about the tourism. So 
tourism division need to be in charge of setting up a blue print for them and 
allocate specific projects to related divisions. 
Q: Couldyou summarise your opinion about this project in the context of 
collaboration? 
I started this project with high expectation and good will. But to my regret, I 
have to tell you that this project is not successful. There were no good 
relationships between community and government and amongst community 
residents either. 
It was the local residents who are to blame for the failure of the project. Firstly, 
they were not familiar with the collaboration process. Although we had meeting 
many times, most of them were useless. Some residents turned up drunk and 
screw the meeting. They would not listen to other person's opinion. Secondly, 
they didn't know anything about tourism for example how to make tourists 
products and promote them. Thirdly, they were not interested in common 
interest. They thought about only their own benefits. Without change of 
community's attitudes, successful partnership won't be achieved 
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<Appendix 6> 
Annotated concepts and generalised ideas in the first 
research 
1. Sin-kyeom Kang 
Who are the main stakeholders? 
Discrepancy between intention and implementation 
The main objective - increase of income or preservation of environment 
The rise of land prise 
Community's psychological distance from central government 
Institutional limitations (budget supporting system) 
Administrational. limitations of local government 
Capability and leadership of local goveniment 
Not sufficient preliminary research, investigation and preparation 
Feeling of relative deprivation 
Securing market for agricultural products 
Strong interests in imminent (short-term) economic profits 
Development of business model 
Feeling of belonging 
Diversified farming 
Community participation is more important than environmental issues 
Competition between members in community (how to avoid) 
Participation of tourism industries which have professional experience 
Gap between institutional or legal system and reality 
There are no subjects to tourism policy of central government 
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The role of Ministry of Culture and Tourism 
Concem and ability of Central govermuent 
Poor understanding of sustainable tourism by local government 
There are no stakeholders from tourism industry who can join the sustainable tourism 
Self regulation 
2. Young-Jun Kwon 
The weak will of leader 
The lack of will and ability of community people 
Discrepancy between public interest and private interest 
Motive of the project (passive not proactive) 
The interests in the rising price of land 
A low sense of responsibility of community people 
Distrust and conflict between leaders in community 
The low moral and intellectual level of community 
Corruption of community leaders 
Top-down decision making 
The lack of budget supported by govenunent 
Desire for expanding project 
Short-term concerns (interest) 
Ignorance of tourism 
No rewards to a person in charge of STD project - Low morale 
Low level of acknowledgement of community people 
Economic bcnefits as a motivation of participation 
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Dependency on the existing industry 
Different characteristics between marine resources and agricultural resources 
Conflicts between central government and local govemment 
Main concerning for facility oriented development 
Indifference to enviro=ental issues 
,, Preference of Short-term benefit to environmental impact 
Top-down decision making process 
Communities' distrust towards local civil servants or between community people 
Discrepancy or contradiction between economic demand of community and the needs 
for environrnent protection 
Policy envirorunent 
Uncooperative relationships between departments in local government 
Differences of concerns and visions between government officers, experts, 
community people 
No participation of tourism related offices in local government 
The problems of civil servants (lack of professional sense, inconsistency, low level of 
expertise, lack of experience, incapability) 
Frequent replacement of a civil servant who in charge of STD 
Doubt and scepticism o 
Excessive tendency towards economic benefits (increase of local income) 
Unchanged sense of tourism 
3. Kyeonhee Lee 
The concerning from central government 
Dependency on current industry and its profitability 
Resource exploitation due to tourism development 
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Conflicts between community people (the involved and not involved in tourism) 
Change of attitude of community toward proactive participation due to increase of 
profits (apathy - expectation - participation) 
Conflict amongst environmentalists, tourism industry, community people with regard 
to Pension (a type of accommodation) 
Economic demand is stronger than preservation demand 
Who should pay the cost for conservation 
Selling land to people from out-lying region 
Concerning about decrease of economic benefits 
The lack of time for community people to take care of tourists and fanning at the 
same time 
Administrational and institutional limitations regarding licensing pension 
Clear objective 
Redundancy of administrative organisation 
Impact on current industry (growing new crops for tourists) 
Community operating business (shortage of manpower, lack of expertise, vulnerable 
to external environment) 
Human resource 
Change of recognition of community people towards tourism 
Financial support from central government 
An aging society and low level of education 
Strong interests in the increase of property value 
Income differences between tourism and current industry 
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4. Yougsik Yang 
Conflicts with regards to where the money's gone 
Strong leadership 
Unsystematic education 
No official route for envirorunental sector to participate in ST 
Securing more benefits than current or previous industry 
Apathy or ignorance of enviro=ental issues by community people of local 
government 
Passive and sceptical attitude towards ST 
Being against strong aspects of sustainability 
Environmentalists' strong concerns over large scale tourism development rather than 
small scale tourism 
No objection to the increasing number of tourists 
Understanding of environmental group as a troublesome pressure group rather than 
civil movement or experts group 
Conflicts with regards to pension 
Discrepancy between written project (published) and real intention 
Lack of local capability 
Highly oriented demand for financial support from government (what rather than how) 
Higher priority of economic issues over environmental issues 
Misunderstanding about sustainable tourism perceived by community people 
Government should cover the expenses for STD 
Strong preference of visible achievement 
Devotional leader 
Different sustainable tourism development model or concept 
No convenor in STD 
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5. Bonghun Lee 
I don't have much time to concentrate on this project 
There are too many green tourism cases to take care of 
Legal and institutional system is well prepared 
Lack of collaboration between departments in central government 
Tourism department's apathy towards this project 
Securing market for agricultural products 
Strong interests in short-term increase of community income 
Lack of interests in environmental issues 
Concerns about community's capability to deal with many challenges 
The limitation of financial support from government 
Physical and psychological distance 
Apathy towards tourism industry 
Feeling of opposition towards envirorunental groups 
Low priority given to envirorunental issues 
Concerns about relative deprivation of community residents 
Concerns about Pension businesses (a new type of home stay accommodation) 
6. Ilsook Jang 
Initiated by government 
Limitations of community investment 
Trouble between community people and business manager 
Lack of time for a person in charge of project 
Joint ownership of tourism facilities 
Poor economic achievement - decrease of participation 
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High expectation of community income increase 
Distrust between community people (corruption) 
High expectation of land price rising 
Apathy towards environmental group 
Businesses operated by community themselves 
Facility dependent development 
Low expectation of tourism development 
Discrepancy between private interest and public interest 
Current level of wealth of community people 
Indifference, apathy, antipathy, uncooperative attitude of community people 
No willingness to pay the cost for environment protection 
Leadership or devotion of community leader 
7. Chunsik Park 
Distrust of project 
Recognition of the project objective 
No recognition of sustainability of this project 
Strong objection to the large scale tourism development and to the facility oriented 
development 
Low expectation of sustainable tourism development (sceptical) 
The need for change of community attitude and mind 
We are just a third party 
No sense of belongings or responsibility 
Community and local government are main stakeholder 
Distrust (low expectation) towards community people in terms of sense of 
environment and business 
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High expectation to the role of local government regarding environmental issues 
Recognition of limitations of environment protection efforts due to the opportunism or 
political interests of local government 
Limitations of human resouce 
Environmental intentions were excluded from the beginning of the Jang-Hang village 
tourism 
Facility centred tourism development (large scale investment centred development) 
Clearness of objective - environmentally sound and long-term vision tourism 
development 
Top-down policy process 
Strong demand for short-term visible benefits 
Ownership and management matters of tourism facilities 
Low concerns over environment issues by local communities 
The change of government policy due to change of governor 
The poor support from govcrnment 
Conflicts between government and environmental group regarding golf course 
development 
Strong dissatisfaction and distrust to, "-ards government policies 
Limitations of penetrate their point of view into government policy 
Preservation of swampy land and eco-tourism as a type of ST 
Leave them intact is ST 
Tense conflict between environmental group and local government 
Blaming local government for unsustainable tourism development 
Trust in community's capability to preserve tourism resources 
Objection to facility development centred tourism 
Sense of relative deprivation 
The frequent change of officers 
A short sighted policy 
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Institutional limitations of participation for environmental group 
Low morale (no reward or remuneration) 
Acquaintance between local people (small community problem) 
8. Kyuhyung Lee 
Legal barriers 
Legal and institutional system is not favourable to tourism business 
High-handed manner of central government (inflexibility of public servants) 
Conflicts between government departments 
Recognition of the importance of tourism industries' participation 
Needs for tourism facilities to generate profits but not legal regulation 
9. Sangjun Yoo 
The lack of preliminary research 
Too must haste 
Lack of supports from seniors 
Capability and leadership of local leader 
Physical and psychological distance between central and local government 
Environment was not our main concern 
Frequent transfers of government officials 
Ignorance the role of tourism department 
Conununity residents are not good at collaboration 
Budget allocation system 
No proper follow-ups 
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10. Sangkeun An 
Strong agreement on the importance of collaboration 
Recognition of interdependence 
Rivalship between government department 
Exclusion of a group which are thought to be against the project (Prejudice) 
Tourism centric ST 
Different attitude between government department with regard to the meaning of ST 
Political judgement 
Recognition of importance of collaboration 
Recognition of mutual benefits 
Collaboration for implementation of policy relates to ST 
Strong objection (protest) from specific group (barriers to collaboration) 
Recognition of negative aspects of collaboration (collaboration is sometimes 
troublesome) 
Low level of trust towards tourism industry 
High level of trust towards local goveniment 
A feeling of burden towards environmental group 
Strong belief of interdependency (especially on local government and tourism 
industry) - 
Contradictory expectations about implementation possibility of ST policy 
(Income increase - high / Environment protection - low) 
Positive attitude towards the idea of increasing accommodation rooms according to 
visitor's number 
Tourism centric ST, positive, optimistic, and realistic 
High expectation of local govenunent's role 
Institutional barriers 
Tourism, economic oriented attitude towards ST 
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11. Jongman Choi 
Ignorance or indifference about this project 
Low expectation of the importance of collaboration 
Sense of independence 
Apathy towards collaboration 
Strong sense of economic benefits from the project 
Apathy or sceptical attitude toward envirorunental issue and group 
Feeling of interdependence toward other tourism companies but not community 
people 
Distrust towards community people's capability 
Low expectation towards the possibility of policy implementation 
Leadership problem 
Objection to government support for STD 
Objection to joint ownership of tourism facilities 
Importance of tourism industries' participation 
Sceptical attitudes towards enviromnental. issues 
Recognition of local government' role 
Strong desire to protect his own business 
12. Youngia Park 
Worrying about commercialisation 
Tourism as a substitution (alternative industry) for current business 
The importance of wealth of community leader 
Demand for financial support from government 
Indifference or ignorance of environmental issue 
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13. Daehan Kim 
ST is on the low priority in tourism policy (recognition of ST but less important than 
otherissues) 
Conflict between community people is more serious problem than between 
community and local government 
Strong concerning over infrastructure and central government's financial support 
Disagreement on the participation of community people in the decision making 
process 
Antipathy against environmental group with regard to golf course development 
Strong belief in institutional and legal procedure 
Purchasing private land is the most difficult problem 
Perception that community is in favour of tourism development plan rather than 
environmental protection 
Recognition that community is the most important stakeholder but it has many 
limitations (negative aspects) to get over (in terms of negative side) 
Fairness (impartiality) of policy 
Recognition of importance of collaboration and consider tourism industry as the most 
important partner (in terms of positive side) 
Uncooperative atmosphere between offices in local government 
Tourism as one of means to secure large amount of budgets (ST is not good way to 
increase financial support from central government because most of ST is small) 
Slight dissatisfaction with central government tourism policy 
Low interest in ST 
14. Seongdo Kwon 
Top-down decision making for this project 
Sufficient previous research 
Strong concerns for rise of land price - economic benefit 
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Lack of human resource in the village 
Poor support from tourism department in local government 
Strong antipathy against or worrying about pension accommodation 
Commercialisation -a bud of conflicts 
The needs for making tourists products 
A need for devotional leader (but lack) 
Facility oriented demand for tourism development 
Who should pay the money for preserving resources 
Government has to support the money for preserving the resources 
Poor economic benefit from environmentally sound farming 
Lost of community spirit and commercialisation and individualisation 
Psychological distance of central government felt by community people 
Consistent consideration from government 
Friction between tourism and current industry 
Friendly feeling towards Agricultural Technical Centre 
Leadership (the role of community leader) 
Unselfishness of community leader 
Distrust of tourism business 
We want to manage the business on our own 
Strong interests in economic benefits 
15. Juseong Kim 
Strong distrust of government policy 
Strong interest in improving tourism facility 
High expectation of better future by tourism 
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The lack of human resource (experts, leader --) 
Strong concerning about pension 
Not recognise the importance of environment protection 
Clear objective - income increase and government's financial support (motive) 
Top-down process 
Tourism's impact on change of current industry 
Sufficient preliminary research and planning 
Recognition of the importance of preserving original view of village 
Long term view 
High expectation of improving facilities for tourists 
Worrying about spoiling natural view of the village 
Objection to foreigner's investment 
Who pays the cost for preserving the farming land 
The increasing number of visitors - generating profits - more interests - active 
participation 
Voluntary participation in selling agricultural product 
Different attitude towards different local govenunent offices 
Dissatisfaction with the administrative service from tourism department 
Small scale of project- small budget - low interest from tourism department 
Leadership and ability of leader 
Institutional support 
16. Jae-Chul Han 
The role of travel agent is very important for ST 
The role to build a bridge between community and customer 
Distrust and strong discontent with govermnent policy about ST 
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Pointing out a problem in community's business management 
Tourism centric ST 
The importance of expertise and professionalism with regard to ST (marketing, 
education, programme development, information - -) 
Positive attitude toward ST 
The limitations of community leader 
Exclusivism. of community people 
We are important stakeholders but there are many limitations for us to join the 
collaborative process 
Natural resources as a tourists products 
Importance of community's capability but its limitations 
Sustainable income is the most important factor for ST 
The importance of education and the role of travel agent 
Minimisation of tourists facility development 
Win-win situation of farm tourism 
Objection to direct contact between customer and community people 
Optimistic expectations of profitability of green tourism 
Recognition of environmental group as an important partner but poor evaluation of its 
activities 
ST can be good tourism products 
Strong discontents with the activities of Korean Travel Association 
The differences of organisational culture 
Sceptical attitude toward govemment policy 
Give me opportunity to take part in ST policy 
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17. Youngjun Kim 
Identification of stakeholders 
The limitation of institutional supports 
Lack of close collaboration between department in central government 
The lack of involvement of tourism department in green tourism project 
Inappropriate marketing strategy 
We should be aware of market demands 
Sufficient preliminary research is crucial 
Administrative limitations of local government 
Frequent transfers of civil servants 
Lack of tourism industry's involvement 
Strong interests of short term outcomes 
Lack of appreciation of environmental importance 
Poor understanding and confusion about sustainable tourism 
Lack of time and money to participate 
Large proportion of the aged 
Redundancy of government policies - inefficiency 
18. Namsik Park 
Different objectives between departments in local government 
Distrust in the project 
Low priority given to enviromnental issues 
The limitation of environmental groups' activities 
Feeling of isolation 
Limitations of human resource 
Pp reciation of the importance of natural and cultural resources p 
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Lack of sense of belongings due to frequent transfers 
Lack of expertise 
Top-down decision making process 
Strong demand for short-term visible benefits 
The change of political atmosphere 
19. Junmin Park 
Lack of knowledge about sustainable tourism 
Tense between community residents regarding economic benefits 
Too much concerns with land price rising 
Feeling of opposition towards government policy 
Indifference in this project 
Low expectation of the importance of collaboration 
Poor leadership due to corruption 
Feeling of relative deprivation 
Appreciation of environmental importance but its' governmental issues 
High expectation of building new facilities 
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<Appendix 7> 
The results of data analysis using SPSS 
1. Reliability test 
< Variables of barriers> 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
STbarrierl 72.3061 98.587 . 481 . 392 . 861 Stbarrier2 72.3878 97.530 . 528 . 460 . 859 STbarrier3 72.1924 97.758 . 515 . 465 . 859 Stbarrier4 72.1633 102.827 . 233 . 289 . 870 STbarrier5 71.9854 100.500 . 387 . 383 . 864 
Stbarrier6 72.7289 99.397 . 435 . 328 . 862 Stbarrier7 72.0758 103.140 . 254 . 275 . 868 StbarrierB 72.3003 98.720 . 451 . 283 . 862 STbarrier9 72.3557 97.288 . 561 . 410 . 858 STbarrier1O 72.4257 98.140 . 532 . 441 . 859 STbarnerl 1 72.5160 98.250 . 547 . 427 . 859 STbarrier12 72.1924 99.600 . 493 . 423 . 860 STbarnerl 3 72.1254 101.397 . 371 . 391 . 864 STbarrier14 72.2303 100.564 . 373 . 342 . 864 STbarrierl 5 72.2566 97.805 . 573 . 437 . 858 STbarrier16 72.2099 99.716 . 440 . 343 . 862 STbarrier17 72.1516 98.421 . 594 . 525 . 858 STbarrier18 72.2391 98.288 . 541 . 495 . 859 STbarrierl 9 72.2741 100.153 . 421 . 399 . 863 STbarrier2O 72.1808 99.938 . 461 . 426 . 861 STbarrier2l 71.9913 101.219 . 424 . 288 . 863 STbarrier22 1 72.9563 1 101.627 1 . 270 1 . 243 1 . 869 
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< Variables of attributes of sustainable tourism > 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
STopinonl 36.9329 35.121 . 213 . 218 . 711 STopinion2 36.4344 31.124 . 545 . 405 . 664 STopinion3 36.4490 29.055 . 597 . 538 . 650 STopinion4 36.0437 38.030 -. 018 . 147 . 739 STopinion5 36.1837 35.735 . 155 . 076 . 719 STopinion6 36.8980 28.121 . 637 . 613 . 641 STopinion7 36.7959 33.286 . 321 . 217 . 697 STopinion8 35.3819 36.342 . 203 . 258 . 710 STopinion9 35.3528 37.475 . 080 . 249 . 721 STopinionl 0 36.4606 32.308 . 455 . 271 . 678 STopinionl 1 35.3382 36.084 . 195 . 253 . 711 STopinion12 1 36.7901 1 28.780 1 . 635 1 . 586 1 . 6441 
2. Demographic statistics of respondents 
<Stakeholder arouns> 
Oman 
CG LG Ti NG0s CR Total 
STor ST 30 35 31 33 35 164 
CT CT 34 40 35 37 35 181 
Total 64 75 66 70 70 3451 
<Sex> 
Sex 
IT . 00 2.00 
Total 
STor ST 104 60 164 
CT CT 133 48 181 
Total 237 108 345 
<Duration> 
Duration 
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Total 
STor ST 8 1 7 5 14 35 
CT CT 3 11 7 9 5 35 
Total 11 12 14 14 19 70 
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3. General attitudes towards objectives of sustainable tourism 
Organ I 
,G 
--CG 
LG TI NGOs CR Total 
STobject 1.00 Count 2 3 4 7 11 27 
% within 7.4% 11.1% 14.8% 25.9% 40.7% 100.0% STobjectl 
% within 3.3% 4.3% 6.5% 10.6% 15.7% 8.2% Organ 
% of Total . 6% . 9% 1.2% 2.1% 3.4% 8.2% 
2.00 Count 11 21 6 20 10 68 
% within 16.2% 30.9% 8.8% 29.4% 14.7% 100.0% STobjectl 
% within 18.3% 30.0% 9.7% 30.3% 14.3% 20.7% Organ 
% of Tota 1 3.4% 6.4% 1.8% 6.1% 3.0% 20.7% 
3.00 Count 15 6 6 12 17 56 
% within 26.8% 10.7% 10.7% 21.4% 30.4% 100.0% STobjectl 
% within 25.0% 8.6% 9.7% 18.2% 24.3% 17.1% Organ 
% of Total 4.6% 1.8% 1.8% 3.7% 5.2% 17.1% 
4.00 Count 4 1 6 2 1 14 
% within 28.6% 7.1% 42.9% 14.3% 7.1% 100.0% STobjectl 
% within 6.7% 1.4% 9.7% 3.0% 1.4% 4.3% Organ 
% of Total 1.2% . 3% 1.8% . 6% . 3% 4.3% 
5.00 Count 10 19 16 15 17 77 
% within 13.0% 24.7% 20.8% 19.5% 22.1% 100.0% STobjectl 
% within 16.7% 27.1% 25.8% 22.7% 24.3% 23.5% Organ 
% of Total 3.0% 5.8% 4.9% 4.6% 5.2% 23.5% 
6.00 Count 3 2 0 3 2 10 
% within 30.0% 20.0% 0% 30.0% 20.0% 100.0% STobjectl . 
% within 5.0% 2.9% . 0% 4.5% 2.9% 3.0% Organ 
% of Total . 9% . 6% . 0% . 9% . 6% 
3.0% 
7.00 Count 13 15 16 7 10 61 
% within 21.3% 24.6% 26 2% 11.5% 16.4% 100.0% STobjectl . 
% within 21.7% 21.4% 25.8% 10.6% U. 3% 18.6% Organ 
% of Total 4.0% 4.6% 4.9% 2.1% 3.0% 18.6% 
8.00 Count 2 3 .8 
0 2 15 
% within 13.3% 20.0% 53.3% . 0% 13.3% 100.0% STobjectl 
% within 3.3% 4.3% 12.9% . 0% 2.9% 4.6% Organ 
% of Total . 6% . 9% 2.4% . 0% . 6% 4.6% 
Total Count 60 70 62 66 70 328 
% within 18 3% 21.3% 18.9% 20.1% 21.3% 100.0% STobjectl . 
% within 100 0% 100 0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% Organ . . 
% of Total 
1 18.3% 1 21.3% 1 18.9% 20.1% 1 21.3% 1 100.0% 
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4. General attitudes towards objectives of Gacheon Green Tourism 
Orqan I 
CG LG TI NGOs CR Total 
Objectl 1.00 Count 23 29 24 19 23 118 
% within 19 5% 6% 24 20 3% 16 1% 19 5% 100 0% Objectl . . . . . . 
% within 
Organ 38.3% 42.6% 38.7% 28.8% 32.9% 36.2% 
% of 
Total 7.1% 8.9% 7.4% 5.8% 7.1% 36.2% 
2.00 Count 11 9 5 27 9 61 
% within 
Objectl 18.0% 14.8% 8.2% 44.3% 14.8% 100.0% 
% within 
Organ 18.3% 13.2% 8.1% 40.9% 12.9% 18.7% 
% of 
Total 3.4% 2.8% 1.5% 8.3% 2.8% 18.7% 
3.00 Count 5 10 5 7 7 34 
% within 
Objectl 14.7% 29.4% 14.7% 20.6% 20.6% 100.0% 
% within 
Organ 8.3% 14.7% 8.1% 10.6% 10.0% 10.4% 
% of 
Total 1.5% 3.1% 1.5% 2.1% 2.1% 10.4% 
4.00 Count 4 1 4 1 7 17 
% within 
Objectl 23.5% 5.9% 23.5% 5.9% 41.2% 100.0% 
% within 
Organ 6.7% 1.50/0' 6.5% 1.5% 10.0% 5.2% 
% of 
Total 1.2% . 3% 1.2% . 3% 2.1% 5.2% 
5.00 Count 2 1 0 4 6 13 
% within 
Objectl 15.4% 7.7% . 0% 30.8% 46.2% 100.0% 
% within 
Organ 3.3% 1.5% . 0% 6.1% 8.6% 4.0% 
% of 
Total . 6% . 3% . 0% 1.2% 1.8% 4.0% 
6.00 Count 1 2 4 0 3 10 
% within 
Objectl 10.0% 20.0% 40.0% . 0% 30.0% 100.0% 
% within 
Organ 1.7% 2.9% 6.5% . 0% 4.3% 3.1% 
% of 
Total . 3% . 6% 1.2% . 0% . 9% 3.1% 
7.00 Count 14 16 20 8 15 73 
% within 
Objectl 19.2% 21.9% 27.4% 11.0% 20.5% 100.0% 
% within 
Organ 23.3% 23.5% 32.3% 12.1% 21.4% 22.4% 
% of 
Total 4.3% 4.9% 6.1% 2.5% 4.6% 22.4% 
Total Count 60 68 62 66 70 326 
% within 
Objectl 18.4% 20.9% 19.0% 20.2% 21.5% 100.0% 
% within 
Organ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of 
Total 18.4% 20.9% 19.0% 
I 
20.2% 
I 
21.5% 
I 
100.0% 
I 
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5. General attitudes towards policy tools for sustainable tourism 
Organ 
I 
STpolicyll STpolla2 STpolicy3 STpolicy4 STpolicy5 STpolicy6 STpolicy7 STpolicy8 STpolIcy9 
, CG Mean 3.6667 3.8333 2.3000 2.8333 1.4333 2.7000 3.6000 3.3000 2.3333 
N 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Std. 84418 . 37905 . 95231 1.01992 . 81720 1.08755 . 56324 . 91539 1.09334 Deviation . 
Sum 110.00 115.00 69.00 85.00 43.00 81.00 108.00 99.00 70.00 
LG Mean 3.4000 3.4286 2.8857 2.8286 1.9143 2.5143 3.4571 3.3714 1.9429 
N 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 
Std. 
. 88118 . 81478 1.05081 1.15008 1.03955 1.12122 . 70054 1.05957 93755 Deviation . 
Sum 119.00 120.00 101.00 99.00 67.00 88.00 121.00 118.00 68.00 
TI Mean 3.2903 3.4194 2.4839 3.1613 2.4839 3.2581 2.9677 3.5806 1.5806 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Std. 1.03902 1.02548 1.15097 1.00322 1.15097 1.03175 1 11007 80723 99244 Deviation . . . 
Sum 102.00 106.00 77.00 98.00 77.00 101.00 92.00 111.00 49.00 
NGOs Mean 3.0303 3.6364 3.4848 2.7273 2.1818 3.1515 4.0909 3.4242 3.1818 
N 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Std. 1 33428 . 74239 1.20211 1.20605 1.40211 
1.34910 . 72300 . 90244 . 76871 Deviation . 
Sum 100.00 120.00 115.00 90.00 72.00 104.00 135.00 113.00 105.00 
CR Mean 3.3143 3.6986 2.7443 3.0141 2.0500 3.2000 3.5143 3.7714 2.0000 
N 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 
Std. 
. 96319 . 77784 1.06747 1.03875 1.27879 1.15809 . 74247 . 49024 1 18818 Deviation . 
Sum 116.00 120.00 88.00 121.00 77.00 112.00 123.00 132.00 70.00 
Total Mean 3.3354 3.7027 2.7439 3.0061 2.0488 2.9634 3.5305 3.4939 2.2073 
N 164 164 164 164 164 164 164 164 164 
Std. 
Deviation 1.03484 . 78600 1.15446 . 
1.11045 1.19716 1.18213 . 85389 . 86156 1.13221 
SUM 1 547.00 581.00 1 450.00 493.00 336.00 1 486.00 579.00 573.00 362.00 
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6. Attitudes towards each organisation in terms of importance and responsibility 
Orqan I STorgl STorg2 STorg3 STorg4 STorg5 STorg6 STorg7 
CG Mean 5.8667 6.1667 5.2000 4.8000 6.5333 5.4333 5.8333 
N 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Std. 
Deviation 1.25212 . 79148 1.21485 1.37465 . 73030 1.22287 1.26173 
Sum 176.00 185.00 156.00 144-00 196.00 163.00 175.00 
LG Mean 4.9412 5.8824 4.9706 5.7647 6.2353 4.8824 6.1176 
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 
Std. 
Deviation 1.39134 1.17460 1.11424 1.18216 1.07475 1.49270 1.29719 
Sum 168.00 200.00 169.00 196.00 212.00 166.00 208.00 
TI Mean 5.5161 6.5161 5.7419 4.8387 6.3871 5.3548 5.9677 
N 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 
Std. 
Deviation 1.45765 . 72438 1.26406 1.82751 1.02233 1.58216 1.25124 
Sum 171.00 202.00 178.00 150.00 198.00 166.00 185.00 
NGOs Mean 5.9697 6.5758 5.1818 5.7273 6.3636 4.8788 5.0606 
N 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Std. 
Deviation 1.01504 . 70844 1.07397 1.15306 . 74239 1.29319 1.32144 
Sum 197.00 217.00 171.00 189.00 210.00 161.00 167.00 
CR Mean 5.5429 6.1176 4.7143 4.8824 6.1471 4.6765 5.4706 
N 35 34 35 34 34 34 34 
Std. 
Deviation 1.42133 1.14851 1.31890 1.66542 . 89213 1.62780 1.07971 
Sum 194.00 208.00 165.00 166.00 209.00 159.00 186.00 
Total Mean 5.5583 6.2469 5.1472 5.2160 6.3272 5.0309 5.6852 
N 163 162 163 162 162 162 162 
Std. 
Deviation 1.35217 . 96563 1.23345 1.51070 . 90430 1.46776 1.28765 
Sum 906.00 1012.00 839.00 
1 
845.00 1025.00 815.00 921.00. 
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7. The results of factor analysis 
<Communalities> 
Initial Extraction 
Married 1.000 . 511 Stbarrier2 1.000 . 733 STbarrier3 1.000 . 699 Stbarrier4 1.000 . 582 STbarrier5 1.000 . 582 
Stbanier6 1.000 . 519 Stbarrier7 1.000 . 761 Stbarrier8 1.000 . 406 STbarnerg 1.000 . 660 Married 0 1.000 . 688 Married 1 1.000 . 674 STbarrier12 1.000 . 698 STbarrier13 1.000 . 682 STbarrier14 1.000 . 598 STbarrier15 1.000 . 564 Married 7 1.000 . 687 STbarrier18 1.000 . 643 Married 9 1.000 . 614 STbarrier2O 1.000 . 675 STbarrier2l 1.000 . 460 STbarrier22 1.000 . 802 STBarriemewl6 1.0001 . 619 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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<Total Variance Explained> 
I itial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadin- s 
% of Cumulative %of Cumulative Oý. of cumulative 
Component Total Variance % Total Variar % Total anance % 
1 5.969 27.131 27.131 5.969 27.131 27.131 2.806 12.753 12.753 
2 1.814 8.247 35.377 1.814 8.247 35.377 2.296 10.436 23.189 
3 1.602 7.280 42.658 1.602 7.280 42.658 2.161 9.822 33.012 
4 1.252 5.689 48.347 1.252 5.689 48.347 1.932 8.783 41.794 
5 1.195 5.431 53.778 1.195 5.431 53.778 1.723 7.831 49.626 
6 1.070 4.865 58.643 1.070 4.865 58.643 1.516 6.893 56.518 
7 
. 987 4.650 62.993 . 987 4.650 62.993 1.424 6.475 62.993 
8 
. 898 4.080 67.073 
9 
. 814 3.699 70.771 
10 
. 742 3.373 74.144 
11 
. 686 3.119 77.263 
12 
. 649 2.949 80.212 
13 
. 621 2.824 83.036 
14 
. 560 2.546 85.582 
15 
. 500 2.275 87.856 
16 
. 472 2.144 90.000 
17 
. 448 2.034 92.035 
18 
. 421 1.913 93.948 
19 
. 372 1.690 95.637 
20 
. 364 1.655 97.292 
21 
. 314 1.427 98.719 
122 1 . 282 1 1.281 1 100.000 1 1 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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<Rotated Component Matrix> 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
STbanierl 7 
. 748 . 181 . 193 -. 013 . 128 . 101 . 176 STbarderl4 
. 702 -. 087 . 091 . 132 . 158 . 067 -. 206 
STharTierl5 
. 672 . 207 . 151 . 159 . 118 . 039 . 079 STbarrier18 
. 518 . 432 . 371 . 069 -. 096 -. 157 . 109 StbarrjerB 
. 500 . 014 . 084 . 151 . 224 . 223 . 159 STbarrier2l 
. 430 . 290 . 102 . 148 -. 157 -. 051 . 362 STbarder2O 
. 140 . 786 . 117 . 105 . 106 -. 033 . 022 STbanierl 9 
. 061 . 753 . 041 . 108 . 016 . 142 . 094 STbarfier9 
. 209 . 531 . 344 -. 073 . 349 . 296 . 037 Married 3 
. 206 . 137 . 771 -. 123 . 047 -. 079 . 062 STbarrier12 
. 253 . 098 . 741 . 230 . 064 . 052 -. 123 STbanierl 1 
. 041 . 089 . 574 . 291 . 231 . 231 . 379 STbarrier3 
. 298 . 021 . 040 . 743 . 159 . 096 . 147 StbarTier2 
. 095 . 380 . 304 . 693 -. 021 -. 076 . 018 Stbarrier4 -. 046 . 258 -. 225 . 474 . 156 . 433 -. 163 STbarTierl 
. 392 -. 018 . 043 . 456 . 333 . 119 . 149 STbarder16 
. 113 . 043 -. 031 . 013 . 767 -. 087 -. 085 Married 0 
. 104 . 078 . 384 . 215 . 568 . 136 . 370 Stbanier6 
. 308 . 078 . 180 . 266 . 546 -. 119 . 038 StbarTier7 
. 200 -. 001 . 061 -. 025 -. 090 . 841 . 047 SThanier5 
. 010 . 455 . 023 . 270 -. 107 . 537 . 037 STbarTier22 
. 1041 . 072 1 . 008 . 048 1 . 026 . 015 . 8851 
8. Comparison of two groups in terms of attributes of ST 
<Descriptive statistics> 
FSTorMT 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Ambiguity5 ST 163 3.2147 
. 79343 . 06215 CT 180 2.5528 
. 82978 . 06185 Constradictio ST 163 3.7025 
. 63983 . 05012 n5 CT 181 2.9475 
. 66563 . 04948 Conflict5 ST 163 3.5787 
. 68676 . 05379 CT 181 2.3407 
. 62455 . 04642 Highdemand ST 163 3.9857 
. 
56698 
. 04441 5 CT 181 3.4641 
. 
53005 
. 03940 Monitoring5 ST 163 2.6196 
. 41718 . 
03268 
CT 181 2.26151 
. 37564 1 . 027921 
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<The result of T-Test> 
Levene's 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances West for Equali of Means 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Sig. 
(2- Mean Std. Error 
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper 
Ambiguity5 Equal 
variances . 469 . 494 
9.533 341 . 000 . 66195 . 08787 . 48910 . 83479 assumed 
Equal 
variances 7.550 339.982 
. 000 . 66195 . 08768 48949 83441 not . . 
assumed 
Constradiction5 Equal 
variances . 574 . 449 10.698 342 . 000 . 75494 . 07057 . 61614 . 89374 assumed 
Equal 
variances 10.720 340.536 
. 
000 . 75494 . 07042 61642 89346 not . . 
assumed 
Conflicl: 5 Equal 
variances 2.349 . 126 
17.511 342 . 000 1.23803 . 
07070 1.09897 1.37710 
assumed 
Equal 
variances 17.424 328.950 
. 000 1.23803 . 
07105 1.09826 1.37781 
not 
assumed 
Highdemand5 Equal 
variances . 897 . 344 
8.817 342 . 000 . 52160 . 
05916 
. 40524 . 
63796 
assumed 
Equal 
vadances 
not 
8.786 332.170 . 000 . 52160 . 05937 . 40481 . 63838 
assumed 
Monitoring5 Equal 
variances 2.216 . 138 
8.378 342 . 000 . 
35812 
. 
04275 
. 27404 . 44220 
assumed 
Equal 
variances 
not 
8.332 327.700 
. 000 . 35812 . 04298 . 27357 . 44268 
assumed 
322 
9. Comparison of two groups in terms of expectation level 
<Descriptive statistics> 
STorMT N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
STattid4 ST 161 2.8012 . 92750 . 07310 CT 181 3.2099 1.06984 . 07952 STattid6 ST 161 2.9379 . 96624 . 07615 CT 181 3.2320 . 81054, . 060251 
<The result of T-Test> 
Levene's 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality f Means 
95% 
Confidence 
Interval of the 
Si Diffe ence g. 
(2- Mean Std. Error 
F I Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper 
STattid4 Equal 
variances 7.197 . 
008 
3.752 340 . 
000 -. 40870 . 
10891 
62293 19447 
assumed . . 
Equal 
variances - 339.783 
. 
000 - 40870 . 
10801 - 
not 3.784 . 62116 . 
19624 
assumed 
STattid6 Equal 
variances 4.518 . 
034 3.060 340 . 
002 -. 29416 . 
09612 
48321 10510 
assumed . . 
Equal 
variances 
not 3.029 
- 313.726 
. 
003 -. 29416 . 
09710 
. 
48521 
- 
. 
10311 
assumed I I 
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10. Comparison of two cases in terms of barriers 
<The result of MNOVA test> 
Effect Value F Hvpothesis df Error df Sig. 
Intercept Pillai's Trace 
. 980 
2340.785( 7.000 333.000 000 a) . 
Wilks'Lambda 
. 020 
2340.785( 7.000 333 000 000 a) . . 
Hotelling's 49.206 2340.785( 7.000 333 000 000 Trace a) . . 
Ro)(s Largest 49.206 2340.785( 7.000 333 000 000 Root a) . . 
STorMT PillaPs Trace 
. 117 6.307(a) 7.000 333.000 . 000 Wilks'Lambda 
. 883 6.307(a) 7.000 333.000 . 000 Hotelling's 
Trace . 133 6.307(a) 7.000 333.000 . 000 
Roys Largest 
Root I . 133 I 6.307(a) I 7.000 I 333.000 I . 000 I 
<Descriptive Statistics> 
-' FSTorMT Mean Std. Deviation N 
limiteclabilitytocol ST 3.6573 . 61358 161 laborate20 CT 3.4213 . 56194 180 Total 3.5327 . 59778 341 
administrativelimi ST 3.4141 . 81033 161 t2O CT 3.4963 . 60567 180 Total 3.4575 . 70981 341 individualism20 ST 3.5093 . 67088 161 CT 3.4037 . 66944 180 Total 3.4536 . 67122 341 conflictsmistrust2 ST 3.4876 . 66309 161 0 CT 3.3181 . 71537 180 Total 3.3981 . 69535 341 constrainedresou ST 3.1491 . 72639 161 rce20 CT 2.8417 . 81788 180 Total 2.9868 . 78999 341 lowincentive20 ST 3.2578 . 74184 161 CT 3.2556 . 67163 180 Total 3.2566 . 70460 341 curremtprofits20 ST 2.8323 1.03824 161 
CT 2.7000 1.09289 180 
Total 2.7625 1.06793 341 
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<Tests of Between-Subjects Effects> 
Source Dependent Variable 
Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Corrected limitedabilitytocollaborate20 
Model 4.735(a) 1 4.735 13.749 . 000 
administrativelimit20 . 574(b) 1 . 574 
1.141 . 286 
individualism2O . 948(c) 1 . 948 2.111 . 
147 
conflictsmistrust20 2.442(d) 1 2.442 5.112 . 024 
constrainedresource20 8.031 (e) 1 8.031 13.335 . 000 
lo%Wincenfive2O . 000(o 1 . 000 . 001 . 977 
curremtprofits20 1.487(g) 1 1.487 1.305 . 254 
Intercept limitedabilitytocollaborate20 4258.380 1 4258.380 12363.750 . 000 
administrativelimit20 4058.329 1 4058.329 8058.389 . 000 
individualism2O 4061.437 1 4061.437 9044.176 . 000 
conflictsmistrust2O 3936.236 1 3936.236 8239.278 . 000 
constrainedresource20 3050.031 1 3050.031 5064.465 . 000 
lovAncentive2O 3605.361 1 3605.361 7240.743 . 000 
curremtprofits2O 2601.089 1 2601.089 2282.767 . 000 
STorMT limitedabilitytocollaborate20 
4.735 1 4.735 13.749 . 000 
administrativelimit20 . 574 1 . 574 1.141 . 286 
individualism20 
. 948 1 . 948 2.111 . 147 
conflictsmistrust2O 2.442 1 2.442 5.112 . 024 
constrainedresource20 8.031 1 8.031 13.335 . 000 
lovvincentive2O 
. 000 1 . 000 . 001 . 977 
curremtprofits2O 1.487 11 1 1.487 1 1.305 1 . 2541 
11. Relationships between attributes and barriers 
1) Attributes - limited ability to achieve effective collaboration 
<Model Summary> 
C ange Statistics 
Adjusted Std. Error R 
R R of the Square F Sig. F 
Model R Square Square Estimate Change Change dfI df2 Chanqe 
. 441 (a) . 195 . 183 
1 
.; 470723 . 195 16.209 5 335 . 0001 
a Predictors: (Constant). Monitoring5, Ambiguity5, Highdemand5, Constradiction5, Conflict5 
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<Coefficients> 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
I Std. 
Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) 1.871 . 227 8.231 . 000 
Ambiguity5 
. 128 . 038 . 
188 3.360 . 001 . 770 1.298 
ConstradictionS 
. 212 . 047 . 266 4.509 . 000 . 
690 1.449 
Conflict5 
. 003 . 041 . 005 . 081 . 
936 . 634 1.577 
Highdemand5 
. 132 . 054 . 135 2.468 . 014 . 809 
1.236 
Monitoring5 1 . 038 1 . 076 1 . 028 1 . 503 1 . 615 1 . 
788 1 1.270 
a Dependent Vadable: limitedabilitytocollaborate20 
2) Attributes - administrative and institutional limitations 
<Model Summarp 
C anqe Statistics 
Adjusted Std. Error R 
R R of the Square F Sig. F 
Model R Square Square Estimate Change Change dfI df2 Chanqe 
1 
.1 07(a) . 011 -. 0031 . 
71043 . 011 . 769 5 335 . 5721 
a Predictors: (Constant), Monitoring5, Ambiguity5, Highdemand5, Constradiction5, Conflict5 
<Coefficients> 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Std. 
B Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) 3.025 . 299 10.118 . 000 
Ambiguity5 -. 021 . 050 -. 026 -. 414 . 679 . 770 1.298 
Constradiction5 
. 086 . 062 . 
091 1.395 . 164 . 690 1.449 
Conflict5 -. 027 . 054 -. 035 -. 507 . 613 . 634 1.577 
Highdemand5 
. 020 . 071 . 017 . 282 . 778 . 809 1.236 
Monitoring5 1 . 0871 . 1001 . 053 1 . 866 1 . 387 1 . 788 1 1.270 
a Dependent Vadable: administrativelimit2O 
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3) Attributes - Individualism 
<Model Summarp 
C ange Statistics 
Adjusted Std. Error R 
R R of the Square F Sig. F 
Model R Square Square Estimate Change Change dfl df2 Chanqe 
1 
. 340(a) 
1 
. 1161 . 
1031 . 64841T . 116 8.806 5 336 . 000 
a Predictors: (Constant), Monitoring5. Ambiguity5, Highdemand5, Constradiction5, Conflict5 
<Coefficients> 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
1 Std. 
13 Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) 2.016 . 272 7.412 . 000 
Ambiguity5 -. 002 . 046 -. 002 -. 039 . 969 . 770 1.299 
Constradiction5 
. 281 . 056 . 309 4.997 . 000 . 689 1.451 
Conflict5 
- 053 . 049 -. 070 
- 279 1 . 633 1.579 . 1.085 
Highdemand5 
. 170 . 064 . 150 2.636 . 009 . 808 1.237 Monitoring5 
. 014 . 091 . 009 . 149 . 882 . 788 1.269 
a Dependent Variable: individualism2O 
4) Attributes - conflicts and mistrust 
<Model Summarp 
C anqe Statistics 
Adjusted Std. Error R 
R R of the Square F Sig. F 
Model R Square Square Estimate Change Change dfl df2 Change 
1 
. 324(a) . 1051 . 091 . 
760301 
. 105 7.841 51 335 
a Predictors: (Constant), Monitoring5, Ambiguity5, Highdemand5, Constradiction5, Conflict5 
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<Coefficients> 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Std. 
B Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
I (Constant) 2.171 . 278 7.812 . 000 Ambiguity5 
. 068 . 047 . 086 1.461 . 145 . 770 1.298 Constradiction5 
. 233 . 057 . 253 4.065 . 000 . 690 1.449 Conflict5 
. 015 . 050 . 019 . 298 . 766 . 634 1.577 Highdemand5 
. 063 . 066 . 055 . 962 . 336 . 809 1.236 Monitoring5 1 -. 0041 . 093 1 -. 003 1 -. 0441 . 965 1 . 788 1 1.270 
a Dependent Variable: conflictsmistrust2O 
5) Attributes - constrained resources to collaborate 
<Model Summarp 
C ange Statistics 
Adjusted Std. Error R 
R R of the Souare F Sig. F Model R Square Square Estimate Cýanqe Chanae dfl df2 Change 
I 
. 452(a) 
1 
. 2041 . 1921 . 708701 . 204 17.191 51 335 
a vreclictors: (Constant), Monitoring5, Ambiguity5, Highdemand5, Constradiction5, Conflict5 
<Coefficients> 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Std. 
B Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) 2.140 . 298 7.187 . 000 Ambiguity5 
. 058 . 050 . 064 1.162 . 246 . 773 1.293 Constradiction5 
. 427 . 061 . 407 6.952 . 000 . 694 1.442 Conflict5 
. 073 . 053 . 084 1.370 . 172 . 637 1.570 Highdemand5 
-. 079 . 070 -. 061 
ý 262 . 806 1 240 4 1.1 2 . 
Monitoring5 
-. 267 * 100 -. 147 
ý 008 790 1 2.67 5 . 
a uepenaent vanaole: constrained resourcem 
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6) Attributes - lack of incentives 
<Model Summarp 
C ange Statistics 
-Adjusted Std. Error R 
R R of the Square F Sig. F 
Model R Square Square Estimate Chan e Change dfl df2 Change 
. 276(a) . 076 . 063 68029 0 076 5.559 5 336 . 0001 
a Predictors: (Constant), Monitoring5, Ambiguity5, Highdemand5, Constradiction5, Conflict5 
<Coefficients> 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Std. 
B Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) 2.733 . 285 9.574 . 000 
Ambiguity5 
. 019 . 048 . 024 . 400 . 690 . 770 1.299 Constradiction5 
. 285 . 059 . 305 4.836 . 000 . 689 1.451 Conflict5 
. 124 . 051 . 160 2.422 . 016 . 633 1.579 Highdemand5 -. 052 . 067 -. 045 -. 769 . 443 . 808 1.237 Monitoring5 
. 035 1 . 096 . 021 1 . 360 1 . 719 . 788 1 1.2691 
a Dependent Variable: lowincentive20 
7) Attributes-High profitabifity of current industry 
<Model Summarp 
C ancie Statistics 
Adjusted Std. Error R 
R R of the Square F Sig. F Model R Square Square Estimate Chanqe Change dfl df2 Chanqe 
. 254(a) . 0651 11 1.046331 . 065 
, 4.640 5 335 . 000 a vreaictors: (uonstant), monitoringb, AMDlgUlty5, Highdemand5, Constradiction5, Conflict5 
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<Coefficients> 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
Std. 
B Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) 1.425 
1 
. 440 3.237 . 001 
Ambiguity5 
. 244 . 074 . 
199 3.312 . 001 . 770 1.298 
Constradiction5 
. 151 . 091 . 105 1.658 . 098 . 690 1.449 
Conflict5 -. 032 . 079 -. 027 -. 402 . 688 . 634 1.577 
Highdemand5 
. 117 . 104 . 066 1.124 . 262 . 809 1.236 
Monitoring5 1 -. 080 1 . 147 1 -. 032 1 -. 540 , . 589 , . 788 1 1.2701 
a Dependent Variable: curremtprofits20 
12. Comparison of two cases in terms of level of dislike 
<Descriptive Statistics> 
STorMT N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Partdisl ST 164 2.8476 . 82592 . 06 
CT 180 2.6667 -. 92754 . 06913 
Partdis2 ST 163 2.6503 . 82801 . 06485 
CT 180 2.6000 . 88816 . 06620 
Paddis3 ST 163 2.9816 . 87116 . 06823 
CT 180 2.7278 . 85110 . 06344 
Partdis4 ST 163 3.1350 . 94618 . 07411 
CT 180 2.8778 . 91331 . 06807 
Partdis5 ST 163 2.5337 . 92484 . 07244 
CT 1 180 1 2.6667 1 . 91542 , . 068231 
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<The result of T-Test> 
Levene's 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances West for Equality f Means 
95% 
Confidence 
Interval of the 
Si Diffe ence g. 
(2- Mean Std. Error 
F Sig. t df tailed) I Difference Difference Lower Upper 
Partdisl Equal 
variances 6.057 . 014 1.903 342 . 058 . 18089 . 09506 . 00608 
36786 
assumed 
Equal 
variances 
not 1.913 341.825 . 057 . 
18089 . 09455 . 00507 *36686 
assumed 
Partdis2 Equal 
variances 1.583 . 209 . 541 341 . 589 . 05031 . 09300 . 13261 . 
23323 
assumed 
Equal 
variances 
. 543 340.706 . 588 . 05031 . 09267 
- 13198 *23259 not . 
assumed 
Partdis3 Equal 
variances . 710 . 400 2.727 341 . 007 . 25382 . 09306 . 07077 . 43686 assumed 
Equal 
variances 2.724 335.936 . 007 . 25382 . 09317 . 07055 . 43708 not 
assumed 
Partdis4 Equal 
variances . 761 . 384 2.560 341 . 011 . 25719 . 10045 . 05960 . 45478 assumed 
Equal 
variances 2.556 334.917 . 011 . 25719 . 10063 . 05924 . 45514 not 
assumed 
Partdis5 Equal 
variances . 514 . 474 1.336 341 . 182 -. 13292 . 09946 - 32856 *06271 assumed . 
Equal 
variances 
not 1.336 
336.940 . 183 -. 13292 . 09951 . 32867 assumed I I I I II 
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